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INTRODUCTION

Recent reviews and syntheses of research on the effectiveness of Head
Start continue to substantiate the potentiai short-term benefits of regular
participation for Tow~income children, and to some degree for handicapped
children, on some measures of cognitive and social development (McKey,
Condelli, Ganson, Barrett, lcConkey & Plantz, 1985). Longitudinal analyses
similarly indicate important intermediate and long-term effects of Head
Start and similar early childhood interventicn programs (Clement,
Schweinhart, Barnett, Epstein, and Weikart, 1984; Lazar, Darlington, Murray,
and Snipper, 1982). In the latter case, it appears that early intervention
has a strong and continuing effect on children's ability to cope with the
basic demands of schooling right through the complietiva of high school. It
also appears that the ~ziationship between such early intervention and the
production of long-term effects is not a simple one (Lazar et al., 1982;
Woodhead, 1985). Rather, it seems that the short term effects of
participation are mediated within a context of other variabies in the home
and school social environment, both during the period of intervention and
throughout the later stages of education.

It is generally hypothesized that this complex relationship involves a
combination of the child's susceptibi]iiy to environmental input,
quantitative variability in the amount of intervention offered, and the
breadth of the effort expended to alter the rhild's context (McDonald, 1986;
Clement et al., 1984; Lazar et al., 1982; Woodhead, 1985).

Within Head Start, despite the existence of performance standards,

there is considerable variability on these dimensions. Indeed at various
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times Locally Designed Options have been encouraged in order to accommodate
more children and adapt to the geographical and social needs of particular
communities. As a result, not all programs follow a single "typical" or
"traditional" model of delivery. Programs differ on the amount of time
children are directly involved in the planned cognitive curriculum, in the
amount of social contact with peers provided, in the level and type of
parent involvemant, and the number cf personnel with whom the children and
families have contact. That is, there are variations in type, frequency and
intensity of contact under different conditions of program delivery.
Uni.nown is whether there are lower limits to the frequency or intensity
beyond which the benefits of the critical program features are lost. When
program variations do occur, it also is possible that the patterns and
processes through which intervention brings about change also differ. That
is, the model of effectiveness may vary. Little or no research has been

directed at this question.

RATIONALE

Program Characteristics

The literature suggests that there are important trade-offs made in
designing different delivery modes for Head Start sarvices; e.g., those made
between child in-class time and time spent with parents (or the parent/child
dyad) (Hubbell, 1983). Several studies indicate that full day programs have
greater immediate effects than half-day programs and that full-year programs
are more effective than summer only programs. Furthermore, recent evidence
indicates that the number of dJays that each child is in attendance in Head

Start is associated with achievement on the Language, Math, Nature and
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Science, and Perceptual Scales of the Head Start Measure Battery (Bergan,
1984),

On the other hand, numerous studies indicate the association between
parent participation and the short-term and long-term achievement of their
children, though direct causal relations have generally not been established
(McKey et al., 1985). Similariy, national evaluations of the Home Start
pregram indicate a number of important relationships. Home Start children,
when compared to no-treatment controls, scored significantly higher on
indices of school readiness and task orientation, but were no different from
children attending more "traditional" Head Start programs. When mothers in
the Home Start and Head Start programs were compared, the Home Start mothers
spent more time in teaching readiness skills to their children and were more
lit.ely to involve their children in simple household tasks. When compared
to the controls, the Home Start mothers taught more reading and writing
skills to their children, provided more books and common play things, read
stories to their children more often, and had a higher rate of verbal
interaction with their children. That is, the Home Start mothers had indeed
become teachers of their children in the more formal sense.

Since there were no differences in child gains, it would appear that
the parental home ceaching activity effectively compensated for the reduced
time that the children spent in class. Current findings, therefore, would
seem to suggest a complementarity between child in-class time and parental
in-home teaching time, with decreases in one being compensated for by
increases in the other. There are, however, no data currently to support
this linear additive model.

Lacking such data, we cannot determine whether mixed models have Lhe
same effectiveness, less effectiveness, or greater effectiveness than the

J
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more traditional center-based or home-based models. Nor can we tell whether
some other curve than a straight line best expresses the relationship
between child in-class time and parent teaching time.

Finally, the iiterature suggests a complex model of how and why long-
term effects of Head Start and Home Start programs are achieved. In
essence, this model suggests that: )

1. Program exposure time for both children and parents
needs to be considerad.

2. Program exposure involves both the amount of contact
(duration and frequency) and contact quality (intensity
and structure), which together serve to establish the
number and quality of learning activities experience.

3. Some critical relationship exists between parent learning
opportunities experienced and the competency of both

children and parents.

4, The snort-term competency gains of both children and

parents, in turn, affect the response of the subsequent
school envirorment to the child (and vice versa),
ultimately leading to further success in school and
other life ventures.
This interactive model is depicted in Figure 1,
Given the complex nature of the findings to date, it seems important
for both theoretical and program policy reasons that the limits of the
critical feature variables be explored within a framework that incorporates

an understanding of the processes that might lead to long term effects.

Hence, this exploratory study was undertaken to compare three alternative

10




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Figure 1

(1 Centei-Based, 2 School/Home, 3 Home-bascd)

HEAD START
Delivery rodes

v

v

v

v

PARENT JOINT CHILD
Parent Home Parent Child In-Class
Volunteer Home .

Visi Teachin Time
Hours it caching (Total In-Class Hrs)
(Total Hrs.) (Total Hrs.) | (Total Hrs.)

Home  Parenting Competence Power
Toys Knowledge of Development | Efficacy
Variety Expectations Empowerment
Physical Language

Child Rearing
Encouragement

CHILD COMPETENCE
(Math, Reading, Science, Language, PPVT)

Lcarning Opgportunitics




Head Start Mode Peters,Bollin,Murphy & Berg

delivery modes of Head Start in terms of the actual learning opportunities
they provided ani to determine their effects on a range of child and parent
variables.

Similarly, the complex relationship between home and program variables
is not clear. Though the relationship seems to involve a combination of the
child's susceptibility to environmental input, quantitative variability in
the amount of intervention offered, and the breadth of effort expended to
alter the child's developmental context, the exact nature of the

relationship, within alternative program modes, needs to be determined.

Family Learning Eavironments

For all children there are inherent risks and opportunities in their
family's physical and social environments (Garbarino, 1982). Opportunities
exist when the family environment provides for adaptive, g-owth enhancing
experiences at some optimal level for the child's current developmental
status. Risks to development can come from both direct threats and from the
absence of opportunities. These can range from obvious biologinal risks
such as those involving abuse, inadequate dict, unsanitary or unsafe
conditions, to those that are more subtle involving psychological damage or
deprivation (Peters & Kontos, 1987). Qften they involve the interaction of
several factors., Assessment of the risks and opportunities for a particular
child requires an understanding of the attributes of the child and the
salient features of the family context. Describing the family context and
assessing its risks and opportunities allows estimation of the probabilities
of certain developmental outcomes. It deces not guarantee them. However, if

the risks of a particular family environment far exceed the opportunities,
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the probability of delayed or cistorted development is great. Under such
circumstances some form of intervention seems warranted.

Increas’ 7 .irning opportunities or reducing risks may be
accomplished through introducing the child to a new, enriched learning
environment outside the home where professionals who understand the
developmental needs of children can create planned learning environments or
through changing the child's existing and enduring home environmental
context. The latter would seek to reduce physical, psychological and health
hazards and increase the type and range of stimulation and support available
for the child's development.

The research on changing the child's family learning environment has
generally gone under the rubric of "early experience" and has focused
primarily on the child's cognitive development. The basic premise of this
research is that "insufficient or irproper environmental stimulation causes
cognitive deficits" (Cocking, 1986). The recent extensive review and
discussion of the early experience literature by MacDonald (1986) makes it
clear that it is not that simple. He concludes that the data on cognitive
development "do support the existence of long-range effects of early
experience variables in some cases," but that "intensity of ecologically
appropriate stimulation in affecting behavior change" needs to be emphasized
(p. 120). If the risks of the home environment have not been eliminated,
any cognitive changes induced in tha child are not likely to endure. For
these reasons, most supporters of early intervention efforts have encouraged
a dual attack that both supplements the child's environment through
experiences outside the home and works toward changes within the home to

create a home environment that supports the gains achieved externally

(Bronfenbrenner, 1974).
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Sugport for this position comes from both the longi-udinal analyses of
Head Start and similar programs (e.g., Clement, et al., 1984; Lazar, et al.,
1982) and from research on the relation of home environmental variables to
later intellectual functioning. For example, Elardo, Bradley, and Caldwell
(1975) have studied the relationship between the child's IQ at age 3 and
home environmental variables assessed at ages 6, 12 and 24 months of age.
Their findings show that home environmental measures at age 6 months do not
significantly relate to infant's scores on the Bayley Mental Development
Scale at 6 months or 12 months of age. However, there is a significant
relationship between these home measures taken when the child was 6, 12, and
24 menths of age and the chyld's subsequent Stanford-Binet IQ score at age 3
years. At age 6 months, facters related to the physical and temporal
organization of the home correlated significantly with the Stanford-Binet
score at age 3; at ages 12 and 24 months the factors relating to the
Stanford-Binet 17 at age 3 included *he variety of age-appropriate learning
materials that the mother provided and the mother's encouragemert of
developmental advances. These daca suggest that the home enviionment
measures (HOME Scale) were tapping facters that were prerequisite to later
intellectual development.

Such research suggests that child-environment relationships may be
modified, at least to some degree, if an intensive effort to do so is

initiated.

Parent-Child Relationships

Research has often linked parental expectations to children's academic
success (Hess, Holloway, Dickson, & Price, 1984; Henderson, 1981). Several

alternative explanations have been offered to try to explain how parental
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expectations translate into child outcomes. Included have been emphasis on
the processes of modeling and identification with the parent, parental
involvement with learning, and simple encouragement and support. Early on
Kagan and Moss (1962) propesed that children's identification with their
parents causes them to imitate their parents by adopting their values and
attempting to live up to their parents' expectations. Henderson (1981)
combined parents' goals and expectations into a single construct called
"achievement press" which he saw reflected in parental standards for school
success as well as in interest and involvement in the child's educational
experiences. The notion suggests that "achievement press" on ihe part of
parents translates into "achievement motivation" on the part of the
children. Trudewind (1982 attempted to identify specific ecological
determinants of individual differences in achievement motivation,
particularly in the areas of stimulation found in the home, direct help with
homework, stimulation from social contacts, speech training, opportunities
for novel experiences outside the home, and parental achievement pressure.
Achievement press in the family system varies significantly across
families. It is particularly low in those families that have a long history
of operating at or below the poverty level (Belle, 1983). It has been
suggested that within such families the parent's feelings of powerlessness
and inferiority extend to the child/school relationship and depress both
achievement expectations and effort (Kamii & Radin, 1967; Hess, 1968).
Thus, since their origins, the thrust of many intervention programs,
including Head Start, has been to increase the "empowerment" of parents.
Parental expectations and a sense of efficacy in childrearing are
influenced by a parent's knowledge of child development. A realistic

understanding of normal development permits parents to make reasonable

15
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demands on the children and to offer appropriate stimulation. Unrealistic
demands, either too high or too low, can have deleterious effects.
Excessively high demands can lead to both parental disappointment and
discouragement on the part of the child. Excessively low expectations may
lead to an excessi/ely protective environment and a Tack of exploration
opportunities for the child. Both can lead to inappropriate levels of
environmental stimulation. » parent's ability to respond appropriately to
children's signals, one of the features of the home environment deemed
important to optimal cognitive development, would also seem to be based on
an adequ~te understanding of normative development (Rutter, 1985).

The research in this area suggests the need for considering the
specific parental (particularly maternal) variables being analyzed. The
maternal variables included by Hess et al., (1984) encompass more than the
physical environment and generalized enrichment of the home. Two of their
most powerful predictors of later school success were maternal language and
child rearing practices.

The focus on maternal Tanguage has a long history in the early
intervention literat re. It became a part of the early deficit argument for
explaining why low-income children do not fare well in the schools (Bereiter
& Engelmann, 1966). Although many of the culturally biased underpinnings of
the positions of the 1960's research have been discarded, current empirical
work continues to support the notion that parental language is important.
The use of grammer and vocabulary relating to abstract concepts and the
encouragement of verbalization followed by corrective feedback remain
important predictor variables of children's subcequent school success

(Price, Hess & Dickson, 1981; Dickson, Hess, Miyake, & Azuma, 1979).
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Other childrearing practices have nore frequently been studied in
relation to the social competence of the child. Social competence as a
construct is muitifaceted and has proven somewhat elusive in the child
development literature. However, social competence as demonstrated by the
child's independence in learning activities and self-motivation has been
shown to be related to cognitive development and school success (Baumrind,
1971; Peters and Raupp, 1980).

Baumrind (1967) has identified three parental authority patterns:

authoritative, authoritarian, and permissive. Authoritative parents are

|
|
char? .terized as warm, rational, receptive to the child's communication, and
controlling, but simultaneously supportive of the child's developing
autonomy. In contrast, authoritarian parents arc characterized as detached,

controlling and less warm in their behavior. rermissive parents are
characterized as non-controlling, non-demanding, and relatively warm. In
her studies, the children of the authoritative parents fared best
intellectually and had higher levels of achievement orientation and self-
motivation. The underlying processes were found to be subtle ones. The
authoritative parent made definite behavioral demands on the child but based
them on reason rather than authority per se, and encouraged discussion of
the issues. This practice encouraged “he child to reason, make choices, and
evaluate alternatives. Authoritarian parents tended to demand conformity
and discourage discussion. The permissive parents were non-punitive and
acceptant of the child's impulses. desires and actions. The authoritarian
parent, therefore, seemed to decrease participation and exploration on the
part of the child and induced a sense of external control while the
permissive parents provided little direction or guidance for the child's

behavior. Both tended to decrease the child's achievement motivation.

17
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The warmth-hostility dimension suggested by Baumrind has been found by
other researchers to be important to achievement orientation and academic
success. Both maternal (Hess et al., 1984; Turrer & Harris, 1984; Manley,
1977) and paternal (Lynn, 1974; Peters and Stewart, 1981; Lewis & Sussman,
1986) warmth has been found to relate to child success.

The literature, therefore, suggests several variables in the parent-
child relationship that are particularly important for intervention through
programs such as Head Start. It appears that for some children it is
essential to create a discontinuity in the pattern of parent-child
relationship. by bringing about changes in the areas of parental knowledge
of child development, expectations, language and child rearing practices,
Further, it seems important that parents gain a sense of efficacy in the
role they can play for their children, These variables, in turn, should
produce greater encouragement for achievement and realistic levels of
achievement press within an enriched and supportive environment. To what
degree the various alternative delivery modes of Head Start bring about such
parental change is unclear. Yet, an analysis of the processes by waich such

changes are affected is central to the understanding of the hypothesized
model for the working of early intervention programs.
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OBJECTIVES
Given the above background, it seems important for both theoretical
and program policy reasons, that an analysis of the critical features of
different delivery modes be undertaken to:
‘1. Compare the effects of different delivery modes on the
jmmediate outcomes for children and parents, and
2. Explore the pattern of effects both within and across
modes in order to ascertain how the process works.
The study reported here, conducted over a two year period, provides a
preliminary analysis of these issues. The analyses undertaken have b-2n

guided by the two objectives listed above,

METHODS

Sample

A total of 174 parent/ch 1d dyads participated in the study. Data
were collected in two waves over two years. The Wave 1 sample inciuded
children who entered their program during the first year of the study,
(N=108) some of whom left the program at the end of that year and some of
whom continued for a second year. Wave 2 data were from children who
entered their respective program during the second year of the study and who
completed that year (N = 66). Returnees were children who entered the
program during the first year of the study and who participated in their
respective Head Start program for two full years (N = 52). Six children
dropped out during the first year of the study, 5 returnees dropped out
during the second year, and four 2nd Wave children dropped out. The
breakdown of the final sample of children by wave, age of entry into the

program and sex appears in Table 1.

Q 1 «:)
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A1l subjects lived in rural communities and were from low-income, Head
Start eligible families. Participation of children and their parents were
solicited with the full cooperation and encouragement of the Head Start
- staff. During Wave 1 data collection three participation refusals occurred
"in the Traditional program sample, two in the School/Home group, and one
from the Home-based group. No re%usa]s to participate occurred during Wave

2 recruitment.

Head Start Delivery Modes

Three Head Start delivery modes were studied. All three were ongoing
existing programs operated by two experienced Head Start grantees.

Traditional. The first mode represented the most traditional m:Je of
Head Start programming. This was a five day per week, half day (4 hours),
center-based program in which parent participation was encouraged and where
home visits occurred a: least three times per year (34 weeks). Two
classrooms with an average enrollment of 18, each staffed by a teacher and
aide or parent volunteer were invclved. The teachers used a planned
curriculum to organize their activities and sought to provide an array of
individual, small and large group cognitive and social activities for the
children. In the two classrooms studied, a teacher and an aide were present
at all times. Often a participating parent was present as well. A typical
set of daily activities included breakfast, a concept-oriented circle time,
approximately 45 minutes of free play organized by activity areas, a story

time and a recall of the day's events, a music activity, lunch and outdoor

time. Planning was on a daily, weekly, and yearly basis.
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Home/School. This mode represented a mid-range delivery model
incorporating eleme.ts of both center-based and home-based programming.
Each child had the opportunity to participate in center-based activities two
days per week, and each family received one 90 minute home visit per weeck.
Each teacher/home visitor was assigned sole responsibility for both center-
based and home visit services to approximately nine children and their
families, During in-class times a structured curriculum similar to that
described for the Traditional program was followed. The curriculum was
supplemented during home visits though that time also served for the
delivery of other Heaad Start mandated services (eg., social services). In
this program a major effort was directed towards informing parents (usvally,
but not exclusively mothers) concerning the range of servicas available to
them in the community and in encouraging them to be advocates for their
children and families. Parents were encouraged, in addition to their home
teaching, to participate as volunteers in the classroom component of the
program and each in-class session had at least one (but not more than two)
parent present. Children with developmental disabilities or delays also
received additional services (e.g., speech therapy) both in the home and in
the center. Since there was one staff member for approximately nine

children and their families, four groups were enlisted for the study.

Jome-based. This represented a home-based, home visitor program where
home visitors have responsibility for implementing all Head Start services.
Home visitors had particular responsibility for implementing the educational
component of the program which they did by providing curriculum guidance,
materials and specific lesson assignments for parents to cérry out with

their children. The curriculum was an adapted version of the Portage

2
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program., During home visiis procedures were modeled and practiced. Kecords
were kept concerning the numher of activities completed between visits, the
time sbent and the success of the activity. Group sessions to promote
socialization goals for the children occurred two times per month at a
central location. Each group session was approximately three hours in
duraticn and included a snack, a short circle time, a free play period, a
second group time and lunch. Scheduling was handled flexibly however.
Parent education/discussion sessions were scheduled to parallel the
children's group sessions. Each home visitor served from nine to twelve

families.

Research Controls. The projected exposure represented by these three

delivery modes is represented in Table 2. Since this research was
superimposed on ongoing service programs, the research team had no ability
to govern curriculum, staff selection, service locales or assignments of
subjects to delivery modes.

Table 2 also indicates the intended control, to the degree possible
using existing, ongoing service programs, of the variables of child/staff
ratio, staff qualifications, the basic curriculum, and the range of services

provided.

Measures

Table 3 summarizes the measures used to assess learning opportunities,
child outcomes and parent outcomes.

Learning Opportunity Measures. Four measures of learning

opportunities were included:
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1. Child In-Class Hours. This was the number of hours of

in-class or socialization group attendance in which the

child actually participated, ba.ed upon program records.

2. Home Visit Hours. This measure is the number of hours

recorded during which the Home-visitor or other paid Head
Start employee was present in a particular child's home,
working with the child, the parent, or both, again
obtained from program records.

3. Parent Volunteer Time. This represents the number of

hours recorded by a particular family (mothers, fathers,
and other adults) devoted to specific Head Start activities
other than home teaching. These inzluded such activities
as pa;ticipation on policy council, working with children
in the classroom, helping on field trips, etc., again
obtained from program records.

4, Parent Home Teaching Time. This represents the self-

reported number of hours that parents claimed to work with
their children on "educational” tasks, either planned or

impromptu. The data were obtained through parent interview,

In essence, the three Head Start delivery modes were hypothesized to
vary in the intensity of the parent, child and joirt parent/child learning

opportunities they offered.

Child Measures. Multiple sources of measurement were used to assess

child outcomes. These included: individually administered tests (Head

Start Measures Battery [HSMB] and Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test [PPVT]),
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classroom observations, teacher ratings, and kindergarten records. The
assessment team for the individual measures and observations consisted of a
field data coordinator and two field testers.
Specifically, the measures included:

1. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Vest (Dunn & Dunn, 1981) Form L.

Scoriné done by project staff yielded a Raw Score, and a
Mental Age Equivalent (PPVT-MA) for each child, The latter
was used as the principal one for analysis, serving as an
indicator of general intellectual ability.

2. Head Start Measures Battery (Bergan, 1984), The HSMB has

six subtests assessing the child's developmental achievement
in the areas of:

- Language. This scale taps the child's understanding of
story meanings, use of words to communicate, ability to
follow directions, and understanding of language rules.

- Math Skills, This scale includes items designed to assess
the child's ability to identify and work with numbers, count,
add and subtract sets, and conserve numbers.

- Nature & Science. This scale includes items on
discriminaticn, classification, sequencing, and prediction
as well as factual knowledge about plants, weather, etc.

- Perception. This scale has items on shapes and shape
matching, colors and color matching, creating and matching
patterns from memory and the Tlike.

- Reading. This scale involves items on identifying and
matching letters and letter patterns, sentence completion,

and auditory processing.
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~ Social Deveiopment. This scale deals with rules for social
behavior such as taking turns, ownership and sharing and with

expressions of emotions.

Detailed analysis of the measures, including information on

reliability, validity and factor structure appears in Bergan (1984).

Scoring of the HSMB was done through a contract with the University of

3. Behavior Survey Instrument (Katz, Peters, & Stein, 1968).

This point-time sampling, category system was used for
observing children's task orientation behavior in group
settings. The procedure used calls for a randomized sequence
of observations focusing on individual children, Categories of
behavior observed included: Attention to Teacher, Strongly
Intent on Individual Work, Intent on Individual Work, Attention
to Other Child, Social Work or Engagement, Disinterest, Aimless
Wandering, Intent on Non-Teacher Prescribed Work, and
Disruptive, Inter-observer agreement among the three observers
was calculated imaediately after initial training and
reaffirmed at the beginning of each measurement cycle. Average
Inter-observer agreements (Agreements/Agreements +
Disagreements X 100) ranged from 80 - 97%Z. A minimum of ten
observation of each child's behavior was recorded during each
measurement cycle. (See procedures below.) Child data used in
analyses were the percentage of observed behavior by category

(Frequency of category/total ubservations).

2.0
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4, Teacher Rating Scale ‘Peters & Stein, 1966). Thic measure was

modified to remove sexist language and make it relevant to the
current Head Start situation. The scale consists of two parts.
Part A is a 20 item Likert scale for rating the child's
behavior in a variety of routine situations ranging from such
things as sharing toys to adapting to routines. Part A is
viewed as a measure of general preschool adjustment. Part B is
an 8 item scale for rating a child's development in the domains
of language, fine and gross motor development, dependency,
etc., and provides an assessment of the child's development
within the local situation. Each teacher/home v.sitor was
requested to complete both parts for each child in their charge
at each measurement point. Reliability assessments produced
Cronbach's alpha of .88 and .87 for the two scales
respectively.

5. Kindergarten Records. The public schools which the Wave 1

children attended upon "graduation" from Head Start provided
information about the placement of the children at the end of
their kindergarten year. These data included: Kindergarten
placement, special education services, and placement for the
following year (e.g., Kindergarten retention, special

placement, or regular first grade).

Parent/Home Measures. Four sources of information concerning the parents

and the home were utilized in this study: The Knowledge of Development

Scale (KDS), The Parent Expectation Scale (PES), the Home Observation for

26




-21- ]
Head Start Mode ! Peters,Bollin,Murphy & Berg

Measurement of the Environment (HOME) and a Parent Interview and
Questionnaire (PIQ). From these sources of data a variety of measures were
obtained. Specifically these included:

1. Knowledge of D' ~iopment (adapted from Duscewicz, 1973). This

scale includes items about knowledge of normal and atypical
early childhood developmeiit. A later version of this scale
(Busch, 1979) was specifically designed for parents. Several
items were deleted to make the scale more appropriate for Head
Start circumstances. Items included those testing for an
understanding of the language and concepts of development,
processes of development, and the parent's beliefs about how
developmental changes come about. Scoring for the measure
indicated the number of items correct, the number of items
incorrect. and {“e number of items on which the respondent was
unsure, Cronbach's alpha ranged between .68 and .82 for the

three derived scores across testings.

2. Parental Expectations Scale (originally devised by Jensen and

Kogan [1962] and modified by Busch, [1979]). This measure
seeks to determine parental expectations about their own
child's future development. Three items were deleted from the
Busch version to make the scale less threatening to parents and
easier tc administer. The scale is suitable for parents of
developmentally delayed or disabled children as well as those
following a typical course of development. The scale covers 10
domains of expectations: self-care, education, schooling,

!“feracy, empioyment and income, social interaction, mental

0
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ability, physical ability, physical skills, and family
management. Busch reported a KR-20 of .92. For current
ourposes, since the parents held relatively undifferentiated
expectations for the young children, the scoring was revised to
yield expectation scores across all domains, that indicated the
respondent's endorsement of HIGH aspiration items, MODERATE
aspiration items, and LOW aspiration items in general. Only
LOW and HIGH expectation scores reached acceptable levels of
KR-20 and Test/Retest of reliability (>.50).

Home Observation for Measurement of the Environment (Caldwell

and Bradley, 1979). This measure nas eight subscales: Toys,
Games, and Reading Materials (HT):; Language Stimulation (HL);
Physical Environment (HEN); Pride, Affection, and Warmth (HPR);
Stimulation of Academic Behavior (HAC); Modeling Social
Maturity (HSOC); Variety of Stimulation (HVAR); and Physical
Punishment (HPUN). It also yields a total score (HTOT).
Scoring procedures followed those established by Caldwell and
Bradley. Reliabilily assessments within the current sample,
averaged across testings, ranged from .30 for Variety of
Stimulation to .81 for Physical Environment. Total score
reliability was .85. -

Parent Interv-ew/Questionnaire. This original questionnaire

consisted of fifteen "yes" or "no" questions each followed by
open-ended follow-ups. The questions pertained to what parents
felt they had gained as a result of their participation in Head

Start. Data from responses provided information about two

25
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issues. First, the questions provided information, from the
parent's perspective, concerning the number of hours they had
worked with their children in the home on "educational
activities, on a weekly basis. Secondly, two parent "self-
efficacy" variables were derived from grouping responses to
particular questions. These variables were:

- Child Rearing Efficacy. Seven of the questions pertained to
the parent's knowledge of their own child's development, their
role in the education of their child, their ability to deal
with problems that might arise in their child's future
educational experiences, and their confidence in their ability
to continue to help and play a role in their child's education.
Parents' open-ended responses and positive responses were
summed across the seven questions to yield a score for the
parent's perceived sense of Childrearing Efficacy. (Cronbach's
Alpha = .87)
- Empowerment. An additional eight questions focused on the
parent's perceived ability to cope with family problems, their
knowledge of community resources including health care and
nutrition, their friendship network, and their sense of
themselves as competent .ersons. The responses to these
questions were categorized and positive responses were summed
to establish an Empowerment score. (Cronbach's Alpha = .90)
Three other me~sures were derived by reorganizing responses from the

HOME. These were:
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- Maternal Language. This measure was derived by selecting
twelve items from the HOME that pertain to mother's usage of
appropriate expressive and receptive language in the
mother/child interactions. (Cronbach's Alpha = .70)

- Childrearing (warmth/hostility). This measure was derived
from thirteen items on the HOME dealing with the expressive
nature of interaction. (Cronbach's Alpha = .75)

- Encouragement. This contained ten items from the HOME
dealing with endorsement or encouragement for exploration and

achievement. (Cronbach's Alpha = .75)

Procedures

Child assessments involved the following. After parental consent was
obtained the testing team of three persons were given assignments.
Individual chil] measures were administered on-site during in-class times or
during specially organized group times. Testing circumstances were not
always ideal, occurring in the speech therapy rooms where possible, in
corners of large classrooms, in clothing rooms or in hallways when
necessary. The PPVT was usually administered as the first tect in the
battery since it was the least threatening and most easily administered of
the individual measures. Children were u.ually administered the PPVT and
two subscales of the HSMB during one session and two scales of the HSMB in
two subsequent sessions. Each session was under a half hour in duration.
With some children it was possible to administer three or even four of the

HSMB subscales during a single session. Testers used their discretion in
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determining the responsiveness of the children in such cases. HNo children
were forced to proceed when they were inattentive or tired. Children were
selected for testing on a random basis.

The parental measures were done by the family's assigned home
visitor/teacher, Home visitors were trained by the Project's Data
Collection Coordinator during 1-1/2 hour sessions for each site. A total of
17 teachers/home visitors or aides were involved in data collection. Data
collection on families and homes was accomplished either during a
separat 1y scheduled home visit or by extending the regular home visit
beyond the usual ninety minutes to incorporate both purposes. The usual
procedure had the parents (usually the mother) fill out the PES and the KDS
first and then a more open interview procedure was used to gain the
information required for the HOME and the PIQ. Since the personnel doing
the family assessments were previously known to the parents and had been in
the home before, rapport was good and communications were generally quite
open. A1l parents in the sample were able to complete the PES znd XDS with
minimal help from the home visitor/teacher.

There were four measurement cycles in the study. Year one had two
cycles (fall and spring) and year two had two cycles (again fall and
spring). Within 2ach cycle child testing, teacher ratings and family
assessments proceeded simultaneously. Classroom/group session observations
were worked into the testing schedules but usually followed individual
assessments. Timing of events was not always under the control of project
staff because of absences and Head Start program schedules, but every effort
was made to a) maximize the time span between cycles, and to b) keep the

timing between cycles equivalient for the three program modes.
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DESIGN AND ANALYSIS

The objectives of the study called for two basic analyses of the data

each with several sub parts.

Comparative Analysis of Three Program Modes

The comparative analysis of the three program modes was accomplished
in the following fashion:
1. lLearning Opportunities were compared across mode for:
a) First year of study
b) Second year of study
These analyses were undertaken to affirm that planned program
differences did exist.
2. Child and parent outcome data across mode and time were
analyzed using multivariate techniques for:
a) First Wave subjects,
b) Second Wave subjects excluding those children and parents
who returned to the program for a second year,
c) Returnees, those chiidren and parents who participated in
their re<sective programs for wo consecutive years

(i.e., across four cycles of data collection).

Process Analysis

Process analyses called for the analysis of the model of Head Start
effects both within each program mode and across all subjects. This
required testing a series of prediction equations for both child outcomes

and for parent outcomes,
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RESULTS

Program Comparisons

Learning Opportunities. Tables 4, 5, and 6, present the results of

the MANOVA for the measures of learning opportunities. Table 4 presents the
results for the first year of the study; Table 5, for year two; and Table 6,
presents the data for those subjects (returnees) who participated in both
years. All three tables indicate that the three groups differed from one
another in child/classroom contact hours with the Traditional program far
exceeding the other two groups, and the Home/School group exceeding the Home
Based group. The Home/School and Home Based group were equivalent on home
visit hours and both significantly exceeded the traditional program on this
variable. The Home/School group exceeded both other groups on parent
volunteer time during the first year and both the Home/School and
Traditional programs exceeded the Home Based group during the second year.
Finally, based upon parent self-reports, the Traditional and Home/School
prégram parents spent more time in instruction with their children during
the first year than did the Home Based parents. This finding was not
replicated in the second year data nor in the data from just the returnees
and should be interpreted cautiously.

With the exception of the Parent/Home Instruction variable, these data
confirm the expected differences and similarities among programs.

Child Outcome. Analyses of child outcomes are presented in Tables 7A,

7B, 8A, 8B, and 9, for the HSMB, PPVT, and Teacher Ratings. Tables 7A and
7B present the analysis of the First Wave data (year 1). As may be seen in

the Table, the three groups were equivaient on these measvres at pretest and

A
3
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at post test. All groups made significant gains from pretest to post test.
It is clear that there were no significant mode X time, cohort X time, or
cohort X mode X time interactions. While 3- and 4-year-olds differed both
at pretest and at post test on almost all measures the rate of change for
both groups was essentially equivalent no matter what program they were 1in.
Tables 8A and B present the findings of the MANOVA for second year
data by mode, cohort, and time. In these Tables, the results for the 3- and
4-year-olds represent a direct replication of the data for Wave 1 presented
above. These Second Wave children also experienced one year in the program.

Returnees represent those children from Wave 1 who spent a second year in

their respective program. Several findings are worth noting.

1) The MANOVA for cohort effects, at both pre—- and post test were not
significant in the second year data though they were significant in
the first year. Analyses of the three Tables (7, 8Aand B) suggest
that children in the second year sample, particularly the three-
year-olds, entered the program at a higher functioning level (or at
least tested better) on almost all measures thereby decreasing
cohort effects.

2) The multivariate F's for the mode X time and mode X time ¥ cohort

interactions did reach significance. Univariate analyses indicate
that:
a) On the HSMB Reading measure Home/School program children and
Traditional program children made greater gains than did the
children in the Home Based program. These gains are

primarily attributable to the 3-year-olds.
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b) On the HSMB Math measure, again, the Traditional chiidren
made greater gains than did the children in the Home
Based program and, again, the 3-year-olds were the major
contributors to this difference.

c) On the Teacher Rating, Part B, the Traditional program
children were rated as making greater gains than were the
3-year-olds in the other two programs. Further, in all
three programs, the returnees were rated lower at post
test than they were at pretest, though the individual
differences are not significant the pattern contributes
to the cohort X time and mode X cohort X time

interactions,

The reader should note that these findings, though significant, are
based on a very small N when the analysis is at the three-way interaction
level.

Finally, Table 9, presents the MANOVA results for the returnees across
all four cycles of testing. As may be seen in this Table the returnees made
continuous gains on all measures except the teacher ratings (reflecting in
part a change of teachers). The groups were equivalent at pretest and at
the final post test. The multivariate F was not significant.

In essence, the First Wave data and the analysis of the returnee's
Tongitudinal data indicate that all children made gains (except on Teacher
Rating Scale B) but that there were no significant differences between
programs. The Second Wave replication did, however, uncover mode X time and
mode X time X cohort interactions on the reading and math measures. These

two measures indicated that greater gains were made by the children in the

35




-30-

Head Start Mode Peters.Bo]iin.Mu}phy & Berg

Traditional and Home/School pregrams in the areas of reading and math than
were made by children in the Home Based program. These differences were
primarily found for 3-year-olds.

Tables 10, 11, and 12, present the results for the observed behavior
of the children in classroom or group sessions. Limited entries in some
categories prohibited analysis by cohort.

Table 10, presents the First Wave data. The multivariate F's at
pretest and post test reached significance indicating differences across
mode in the children's behaviors of Strongly Intent on Individual Work and
Social Work at pretest and at post-test. At both pretest and at post test
children in the Home Based program's group sessions were more Tikely to be
engaged in individual work and less 1ikely to be engaged in social work than
the children in the Traditional program or the Home/School program (post
test only). At post test the children in the Home Based pi-ogram were
observed to be less 1ikely to be attending to the teacher and more Tikely to
be watching another child. Children in the Traditional program were more
likely to be attending to the teacher or to be disinterested in what was
going on.

The critical mode X time interaction multivariate F did not reach
significance.

Table 11 includes data from second wave children as a replication.
Only the multivariate F at pretest reached significince. Again, the
univariate analyses suggest the Traditional program children were more

Tikely to be attending to the teacher while the children in the Home Based

model were more likely to be attending to another child. Children in the
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Traditional program were more often seen to be disruptive at the pretest
observation and, along with the Home/School children, they were more Tikely
to be obscrved to be disinterested than were the children from the Home
Based program.,

Table 12 presents the longitudinal results, across the four
measurement cycles, for the returnees. The pattern of results is
essentially the same as for the two previouc analyses. There is no
significant mode X time interaction. But at any one period of time,
children in the Traditional program were more likely to be observed engaged
in social work (active interactions with other children) or to evidence

disinterest than were children in the Home Basad program,

Kindergarten Follow~up. Tables 13 and 14 present the Chi Square

analyses of the follow-up data obtained from school records on 25 of 56
First Wave children who left Head Start at the end of Year 1. Table "3
presents the Kindergarten placement of the children. As may be seen fron
this Table, 21 of 25 children were placed within "normal" kindergarten
placements while 4 children received "special placements.” The difference
in placements across Head Start modes was not significantly different. At
the end cf kindergarten placements into first grade classrooms did differ at
a level that approaches significance. More children from the Traditional
program received special placements than did children from the other two
programs. These first grade placements do, however, reflect the loss of one

subject who transferred out of the area during the kindergarten year and was

lost to the sample.
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Summary. On child measures there are few significant differences
across programs. Only in Wave ? data did it appear that there were mode X
time differences in the HSMB Reading and Math scores with the Home Based
program making fewer gains than the children in the other two programs - and
the major contributors to these differances were the 3-year-old children.
The observation data suggest that in group sessions the Traditional children
were more likely to engage in social interactions with peers and to be
attending to the teacher than are the children in the Home Based program.
They are also more likely to be disruptive or disinterested. The
differences seem to reflect the organiza.ion and curriculum of the specific
programs. There is some indication that more children from the Traditional
program received "special" placements than did children from the other two

programs.

Parent Qutcomes. Multivariate analysis of variance results for parent and

home ineasures are found in Tables 15A and B, 16, and 17.

Table 15B indicates that First Wave parents, in general, made gains on
the HOME Scale domains of Toys, Games and Reading Materials, Language
Stimulation, Physical Environment, Pride, Warmth and Affection, Academic
Stimulation, and use (lower) of physical punishment, They also increased
their expectations for thair children's future accomplishments. They were
less uncertain about their child development knowledge but were more likely
to be incorrect in their responses to the knowledge questions.

These findings are, however, further amplified by looking at the

interactions of Mode X Time. The results are most clear in Table 15A. The

results indicate the following:
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1) The Traditional Program and Home-School program parents score.
higher on the availability of Toys, Games and Reading Maierials at
pretest than did the Home-Based program, but there was no
significant difference between the three modes at post test.

2) The Traditional Program Parenfs scored higher on the provision of
academic stimulation than did either of the other two groups at.
pretest, but again at post test, there were no significant
differences between the groups, indicating greater gains for the
Home/School and Home-Based program than for the Traditional
Program.

3) For Variety of Stimulation and Physical Punishment the same pretest
pattern existed, but was not significant. At post test the Home-
Based program scored significantly higher than the other two
groups. These greater gains contributed to the significant Mode X
Time interactions.

4) For Modeling and Encouragement of Social Maturity a somewhat
different pattern resulted. At pretest the Home-Based program
scored higher than the other iwo groups and while the Home-based
and Home/School programs improved their scores over time, the
Traditional program parents scores went down creating the Mode X
Time interaction,

The Mode X Time interaction for the KDS was also significant at the

.05 level. The major contributors te this interaction were the increase in
Incorrect Knowledge responses of the Home/School group, and the decrease of
uncertainty of the Traditional and Home-Based groups.

The Mode X Time interaction for the Parent Expectation scale was not

significant,
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The Second Wave replication of these findings is found in Table 16.
These data indicate that in general across modes gains were made in Toys,
Game and Materials, Language Stimulation, Academic Stimulation, Variety of
Stimulation, and Warmth., The Home-Based program started lower and made the
greatest gains on Toys; Games and Reading Materials, a.d academic
Stimulation. The Traditional program made the greatest gains Hn reducing
the use of physical punishment and offering warmth, pride, and affection,
though at post test, they remained lower than the other two groups.

Finally, Table 17 provides the data for returnees across the four
points of measurement. Over the two year period, only Modeling and
Encouragement of Social Maturity was found to be significant. The Mode X
Time interaction indicates that over the four testing points, the Home-Based
program parents continued to improve on this variable, while the parents in
the other two programs remained stable.

Assessments of parents' feelings of Childrearing Efficacy and
Empowerment were made through interviews at the end of the program year.
Table 18 reports the findings for Year 2. (No differences across mode were
found for Year 1). As indicated in Table 18, no aifferences in Empowerment
were found across modes or across conorts. Reported Childrearing Efficacy
did differ across programs with both the Traditional and Home/School
orograms reporting higher levels than the Home-Based program. The
significant Mode X Cohort Jifferent resulted primarily from the differences

of parents of 4-year-olds across mode.

Summary of Parent Qutcomes. Parents in all three programs showed

consistent improvement in a number of variables. Strongly replicated
results are those for Toys, Games and Reading Materials, Language

Stimulation, and Academic Stimulation. The analyses of the interaction
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effects indicate that the Home-Based grcup made the strongest, most
consistent, and widect ranging gains over che time of the intervention.

Process Analyses. To determine the processes ‘that seem to be at work both

withir and across Head Start modes, parallel regression analyses were used.
A separate equation was deemed necessary for each child outcome within
program type as it was hypothesized that different types of information
might be acquired by children in different manners within each program,
Because of the number of analyses involved in relation to sample size, the
analysis of child outcomes was restricted to the HSMB Reading, Math,
Language, and Science and Nature measures, and the PPVT - Mental Age
measure,

A separate analysis of five equations predicting child outcores from
the total sample was also conducted iLu determine an overall model of
influences on child learning.

Predictors of Child Qutcomes. The factors which contribute to child

outcomes - as defined by the model - stem from three sources: 1) The
child's ability level upon entering the program; 2) the learning
opportunities provided by the program; and 3) the competencies and
environmental factors associated with the parents. As the learning
opportunities were, in some cases, provided to parents with the objective of
altering parent f&ctors which would, hypothetically, in turn, alter child
outcomes; parent pretest and post test factors were both entered into the
equations. Parental feelings of Childrearing Efficacy and Empowerment could

not, however, be included in the regression due to a limited number of

»Lom
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responses (N = 55) which would have lowered the degrees of freedom below the
level deemed necessary for a meaningful analysis. The general model, then,
was as follows:

Learning Opportunities + Child Pretest Scores + Parent Pretest Scores +

Parent Post Test Scores = Child Qutcomes

In order to derive the most meaningful equations while still retaining
adequate degrees of freedom for each analysis, the following procedure was
employed. First, all of the factors within each source category were
regressed on each child outcome within each program and over the total
sample. Secondly, those factors whose coefficients in the first level of
analysis were significant at or above the .10 level, were selected for entry
into the final equations. A1l of the variables appearing in the final
equations have, therefore, approached significance at the primary level of
analysis and are, hence, deemed worthy of discussion regardiess of their
significance level in the secondary level.

The findings of these analyses (See Table 19) indicated that the
primary influence on child outcomes 1s child input. This was expected to be
the case. Child language appeared to be the dominant factors within the
Traditional program, while Reading, PPVT-MA and Science scores appeared to
explain more post test variance in the other programs and overail. Other
inf]uen£ia1 factors for the Traditional program children were Child In-Class
Hours negatively related to Math post test scores and parental post test
High Expactations predicting post test Mental Age.

Within the Home/School Program, the major predictors of children's
post test scores (aside from the children's initial scores) were Maternal

Encouragement (p<.05) an¢ “xpectations (p<.10) at pretest predicting post
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test Math scores, Maternal Language at post test predicting children's
Reading scores (p<.10), and pretest Toys, Games and Reading Materials
predicting children's Language scores.

The results for the Home-Based program show the most complex results
reflecting the influence of parental and home variables. Children's post
test Language scores were predicted by maternal Language scﬁres at both
pretest (p<.10), and post test (p<.05), by the variety of Stimulation
provided in the home at post test (p<.10), and by Parents' Incorrect
Knowledge of Child Development (p<.GS5). The presence of Toys, Games, and
Reading Materials in the home at pretest is predictive of post test PPVT-MA,

For the total sample, Child In-Class hours was the best program
predictor variable and that predicted only Math achs-~vement at a significant
level and that relationship was an inverse one.. (This inverse relationship
was similarly found for the equations for the Traditional and Home/Schonl
programs where In-Class hours were the greatest). Math also was predicted
ny the presence of Toys, Games and Reading Materials in the home at pretest
(p<.001).

These results may be summarized as follows:

1) The best predictor of child outcomes was children's initial
ability and the best predictors among these were the highly
interrelated measures of HSMB Reading and Lanquage, and the
PPVT - MA,

2) Program variables were found to have little power in predicting
child post test scores with the exception of Math achievement.
The progr variable most likely to enter the equation was

Child In-Class Hours and its relation to child outcomes was
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usually negative. That is, children with higher numbers of
In-Class Hours scored lower at post test than did children with
lower In-Class Hours,
3) The availability of Toys, Games and Reading Materials, Maternal
Encouragement, Maternal Language, Knowledge of child
Development, and Parental Expectatidns at pretext were found tou
predict child outccmes - particularly in the areas of Math and

Language.

Predictors of Parent Qutcomes. The Head Start program is based on the

assumption that parents are the primary teachers of their children and that
parent beliefs and behaviors affect child development. Therefore, if
positive changes can de induced, positive child development outcomes should
follew. In the anaiysis ¢ the p"ed{ctors cf child outcomes, parent and
home factors wer- indeed. the ;:econd wost influential source of prediction
in the model, ar, . was deemad necessary to examine the determinants
of parent post t . scores i+ petter validate the given assumptions. The
general model tested was
Learning Opportunities + Child Pretest Scores = Parent Pretest Scores =
Parent Post test Scores

The sample for the first analysis consisted of ail First Wave subjects
and represents the relationships present after one year in the nrogram.

The final regression equations pred<cting parent outcomes were derived
in a manner similar to that employed to predict chilad outcomes: first the

sources of influence (Learning Opportunities and Parent and Child input)
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were regressed on parent post test scores separately, and the. those factors
contributing significantly to the first level equations were entered into
the final equations which appear in Tables 20A through D. Over the total
sample, Maternal Encouragement appears to .1ave a positive relationship with
Home Visit Hours and with Reported Hours of Home Teaching (p < .10). The
latter should be expected as these two variables should measure the same
behavior as reported by the Home Visitor and the parents. Childrearing
Style (warrnth/hostility) has a relationship with Child In-Class Hours as
does Toys, Games and Reading Materials with Reported Hours of Parent
Instruction, probably due to the fact that the most positive change in those
areas was shown by the parents of the Home-Based program who received the
least In-Class Time and reported the lowest Home Teaching Time. Similarly,
this group decreased in High Expectations while the others increased, thus
contributing to a relationship between Home Visit Hours and High
Expectations. The significant positive influence (p < .05) also exists
between the child's Language level at pretest and Maternal Encouragement to
Learn at post test.

Within the Home-Based program, Child In-Class is a significant
predictor of the post test availability of Toys, Games and Reading Materials
(p < .01) which made significant increases over the course of the progran.
Home Teaching Time predicts the post test quality of the physical
environment (p < .10) and is the only significant predictor of mothers' post
test language (p < .05). Parent Volunteer Hours contributes to the
prediction of Maternal Instruction while reported Parent Home Teaching Time
bears a positive relationship to both the provision of Toys, Games and

Matarials as well as High Expectations of Parents for their children,
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The parental scores most closely associated with child pretest scores are
Toys, Games and reading Materials, and Maternal Encouragement - the same
areas in which parents of this program demonstrated gre-ter gains over time
than did parents of both other programs. They also demonstrated consistent
if not significant (in the final equations) relationships with child post
test scores.

Within the Traditional program, Child In-Class Hours is related to
Maternal Language and Encouragement to Learn. Parent Home Teaching Time,
howeer, is positively related to post test levels of Physical Environment,
Variety of Stimulation, Maternal Language (p < .05), Childrearing Style (p <
.10) and Moderate and Low Expectations. These areas at pretest were related
to child post test scores, but not at post test. Children's pretest scores
explain a significant portion of the variance in parent post test scores in
Variety of Stimulation (Reading p < .05), Maternal Encouragement (Math p
<.01), and Low Expectations (an inverse relationships, p < .001).

Child-related behaviors of parents within the Home/School program do
not seem to be influenced by Head Start programming as the only relationship
evident is between reported hours of parent Home Teaching Time and Maternal
Encouragement to Learn, indicating a sort of inter-rater reliability on
judgments of the same behaviors by both parents (Reported Hours) and home
visitors (Maternal Encouragement).

Children's language predicts mother's language at post test (p < .05)

and the quality of the Physical Environment is predictive of the child PPVT

- MA at pretest (< .05) or vice versa.
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In an attempt to further clarify these results, a second analysis was
conducted. In this analysis, which followed the same general format as that
above, two changes were made. First, First Wave data and Second Wave data
(excluding returnees) were combined to increase the sample size for the
analysis (N = 174). 1In essence, both groups were assessed on the basis of
one year's experience on their respective Head Start programs. Secondly, the
equation tested was:

Learning Opportunities + Parent Pretest Scores + Child Post Test Scores +
Child Post Test = Parent Post Test Scores

Child Post test Scores weve added to the equation to determine if
child change resulting from intervention contributed to the parent post test
change. Hence, the equation permitted testing for direct program effects
(Learning Opportunities) and indirect program effects (Child Post Test
differences) while controlling for child and parent pre-intervention
differences. The results appear in Table 21.

Two general findings may be seen in the results. These are:

1) The total amount of Variance in Parental Outcomes explained by the

equations is considerably less than was possihle for the Child
Outcomes. (In some cases, despite the number of variables, the R2
is not significant).
2) Parent pretest variables are the best predictors of parent post
test variables and in many cases these are very specifically
measure related with beta's on the diagonals reflecting more an

indication of the stability of measurement than a predictor of

change.
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These general findinas suggest a cautious approach needs to be taken
in interpretation of the results.

Given the above cautions, the following results are noted:

Within the Traditional program, Parent Home Teaching Time is related
to the availability of Toys, Games and Reading Materials, Physical
Environment, and Maternal Language with che latter reaching significanc. in
the final equation. Parental holding of High Expectations for the child at
post test was positively and significantly related to the child's post test
Mental Age, but negatively related to the number of Home Visit Hours
received. Parents' Incorrect responses on the Knowledge of Development
Scale were positively related to the number of Child In-Class Hours.

This pattern suggests that parents whose children had higher Mental
Ages, held higher expectations for their children, were likely to engage in
more hours of home teaching and, hence, made mecs= toys., games ana reading
materials available in a higher quality environment and were more likely to
score high on maternal language. These positive characteristics were not,
however, related to Child In-Class time and were negatively related to Home
Visit Hours. (Perhaps reflecting a staff decision to spend less time in the
homes of those who were functioning in positive ways and needed less
intervention.)

In the Home/School Program, Child In-Class Hours is negatively
predictive of Parental Childrearing “tyle (warmth) and positively related
to Incorrect Responses of Parents to the post test Knowledge of Development
test and parents' High Expectations for their chiid. Children's Reading and
Math Scores at post test were negatively related to HOME measures of the

Physical Environment and Toys, at post test.
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For the Home-Based Program, parental expectations for their children
at pretest were the most consistent predictor of parent Post test Scores and
this variable was positively and significantly related to parent Home
Teaching Time. Child In-Class Time was negatively related to Maternal
Language and positively related to the availability of Toys, Games and
Reading Materials in the home at post test. Of most note, is the lack of
predictive ability for the variables of Variety of Stimulation, Maternal
Encouragement, Maternal Language, and Childrearing Style (warmth). It
appears that these variables are unrelated to original parental status on
the same variables, though they are related to ctild post test scores on
Math, Language, Science, and PPVT - MA. This may indicate the
susceptibility of these variables to intervention and their subsequent
relationship to child change in this delivery mode.

"n the model for the total sample, Home Visit Hours is positively
related to Variety of Stimulation in the home and Maternal Language. Child
In-Class Hours is positively predictive of parental High Expectations ard
negatively predictive of Parental Warmth. On the whole, however, parental
post test variables are best predicted by parent pretest variahles

indicating more stability than change as a result of intervention.
Discussion

The first purpose of this study was to compare the effects of
different Head Start delivery modes (Traditional, Home/School, and Home-
Based) on the children and parents enrolled. The analyses conducted

indicated the following:
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2)
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Peters, Bollin,Murphy & Berg

The predicted similarities and differences among the three program
modes on Child In-Class Hours, Home Visit Hours, Parent Volunteer
Hours, and parent Home Teaching Tim2 were essentially confirmed.
Parent self-reports of Home/School Teaching time for the analysis
of the First Wave Data indicated the Traditional and Home/Schocl
Program parents spent more time in Home Teaching than did the
Home-Based parents during the first year. This was not replicated
in the Second Wave data nor in the analysis of returnee data. As
a self-report measure, it is possible that the questions asked
were subject to misinterpretation by parents. For example, it
appears that parents in the Traditional pregram who received the
fewest nome visits and had no specific home teaching assignments,
may have overestimated their impromptu teaching or interpreted the
"teaching" variable more broadly than did the parents in the
Home-Based program who received frequent home visits and were
given specific assignments,

Children in the Second Wave, particularly the 3-year-olds,

entered the program at a higher functioning level than did
children ir the First Wave. The reason for this is not clear but
1ikely reflects a combination of selection processes going on
within the Head Start program and the testability of the
particular children. It is possible that it also reflects
improved skill of the data collection staff at getting the
youngest children to cooperate.

Each of tne analyses indicated that all children made gains

(except on teacher Rating Scale B) from pretest to post test. The

3
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4)

5)

teacher ratings at post test may have been depressed by teachers
taking a more conservative look at the children's development in
the spring as they contemplated how the children would fare in
their subsequent school placement.

For the Second Wave replication only, the Home/School and
Traditional program children made greater gains than did children
of the Home-Based program on the HSMB Reading Measure. Again,
these gains are primarily attributable to the 3-year-olds,
Similarly, the Traditional program children made greater gains on
the HSMB, the Math measures, and Part B of the Teacher Rating,
than did the children in the Home-Based program and again the
major contributors to these differences were the 3-year-olds.,
These differences were not found in either the First Wave data nor
in the analyses of the data for returnees. In all three programs
the returnees were rated lower at post test than at pretest by
their teachers in general development.

Observations of In-Class/Group activities of the children across
programs ‘ndicated different patterns of child behavior. In
general, children from the Home-Based program, whc had the fewest
group experiences, were observed less likely to be involved
actively with other children or to be attentive to the teacher,
and more Tikely to be involved in individual activities or to be
passively watching another child., Children in the Traditional
program, who had the greatest amount of classroom experience were
more Tikely to be attending to the teacher, to be actively

involved with other children, or to be disruptive or
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disinterested. These differences are reflective of both the
organization and curriculum of the programs involved and the
experience of the children in the group situation.

6) There is some indication that the children from the Traditional
program received more "special" placements in first grade than did
the children from the other two programs.

Based on analyses of child data alone one would have to conclude that
there are few significant differences across programs. All three programs
are effective in the short~term on the measures used here, though without a
no treatment control these changes cannot be attributed unquestionably to
the programmed intervention. There is some indication that 3-year-olds 1in
the Traditional program made greater gains on Reading, Math, and in general
development as rated by the teacher than did the children from the Home-
based program. Children from the Home/School program also gained more than
the Home-Based children on Reading. The gains are logically related to the
Traditional program's children's greater In-Class learning opportunities,
greater attentiveness to the teacher, and more active engagement with other
children. Similarly, the Traditional program's children's higher frequency
of disinterested and disruptive behavior may relate to their subsequent
"special” placements.

However, in this study it was possible to go beyond a simple
comparison of child outcomes. Analyses of parent outcomes enrich the
picture. In general these findings indicate:

1) Parents showed gains on the HOME Scale domains of Toys, Games and

Reading Materials, Language Stimulation, Physical Environment,

Pride, Warmth & Affection, Academic Stimulation, and the use of

82
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alternatives to physical punishment. They also raised their
expectations for their children's future accomplishments. They
were less uncertain about child development knowledge, but they
were not more correct,

2) The several analyses indicate parents in the Home-Based program
improved signﬁficant]y more than parents of the other two programs
on the Home Environment variables of Toys, Games and Reading
Materials, Academic Stimulation, Modeling of Social Maturity, and
Variety of Stimulation. There were more potential learning
materials in the home at post test than at pretest and parents
were more encouraging of independence and achievement.

L. TR X' I T PR - - N - - PE— . . . 22
The noine/SChoo) pairents made greater gains Lhan ine Traditional

<o
S~

program parents on the provision of Academic Stimulation.

4) Parents in the Home/School and Traditional programs reported
higher levels of childrearing self-efficacy than did the parents
in the Home-Based programs.

The data indicate that the Home-Based program parents made the
strongest, most consistent and widest ranging gains over the time of
intervention,

The results of these objective outcome analyses point to differences
among the programs and their emphases. They are also consistent with the
feelings expressed by the Teachers/Home Visitors themselves in response to a
brief satisfaction questionnaire that was distributed to the participating
staff at the end of the second year of the study. The results of the

separate study are reproduced in Table 23.
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Home visitors and teachers are more similar than different across the
three programs. There are not significant differences in educational level,
marital status, major area of study, years of volunteer work (ranging from O
to 40), and plans to return to Head Start the foliowing year (10% no, 657
yes, 257 maybe). The teachers in the Traditional program (wherein hoth
respondents Qere called teachers, as opposed to home visitor respondents in
the other two programs (X? = 19,9998, p<.0001) were responsibie for
significantly more children than the home visitors in the Home/School and
Home-Based programs (X? = 36.25, p<.0003). The staff in the Home-Based
program were slightly more likely to be Head Start parents - 3 of 8 compared
to 1 of 2 in the Traditional program and not in the Home/School program (X?
= 5,1582%

¢ £2.0759),

The major accomplishments mentioned by the staff were also generally
similar across programs. Most accomplishments mentioned concerned academic
and social growth of the children. Social growth was a greater concern in
the Home-Based and Home/School programs than it was in the Traditional
program (X? =- 8.57142, p<.0138). Parent change was nct mentioned often,
and was not mentioned at all by the teachers in the Traditiona® program.

Staff in all programs cited problems with lack of administrative
support, as well as high job-related stress. The only other problem cited
with great reguiarity was poor parent response CX? - 5.8333, p<.0541). Both
of the teachers in the Traditional program thought that this was their
greatest problem, while 3 of 10 in the Home/School program felt similarly
and only one of the eight respondents in the Home-Based program.

Staff were again similar in citing their goals for parents and

children in their respective programs. There appeared to be somewhat more
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satisfaction with pa-ent involvement in the children's education in the
Home-Based and Home/School programs, although the difference between these
and the Traditional program was only ma- _inally significant CX? ~ 8.73741,
p<.0681). Satisfying this goal as a parental goal (one that the staff felt
to be important to the parents in their progra-) was achieved most in the
Home/School program and Home-Based program and least in the

Traditional program CX? - 12.27843, p<.0154)., Access to community resources
was feit to be attained partially in the Home/School and Traditional
programs, while not at all in the Home-Bas. i program (X? - 8.63999,
p<.0154), Finally, the staff saw social experience for the children as a
major goal of the parents in the Traditional program but not in the other
two programs CX? - 12.2784, p<.0154).

Staff in the H: ne-Based program appear to be most satisfied with their
Tevels of communication/interaction with parents and children, as well as
with progress hown by children (in academic readiness) and parents in
their program. Staff in the Traditional program ranked lowest on these same
items. The Home-Based and Home/School program staff showed greater
satisfaction with levels of information of community resources they could
share with parents, time spent with parents on non-academic issues. The
Traditional program staff rated their satisfaction with the amount of direct
teaching of children, staff support, adequacy of materials and equipment,
recognition received for their work, and opportunities for career
advancement higher than the other two groups. Staff in all three programs
were generally satisfied with the constructiveness of their supervision and

generally dissatisfied with their level of pay.
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The combined outcome study results, therefore, suggest that the
Traditional program is likely to have its greatest influence, if any, on
young children (3-year-olds) in the ac: lemic areas of Reading and Math. The
Home-Based progran is likely to have a greater impact on the family and home
environment of the children. The Traditioral program shows to some degree
the efficacy of supplementing the environment of the child while the Home-
Based program brings about greater changes in the enduring environment of
the child. The Home/School program, generally speaking, brought about
greater direct child changes than did the Home-Based program and greater
parent and home environment changes than did the Traditional program, though
it did not excel in either area.

The second purpose of this research was to determine the processes
through which the effects of Head Start are achieved.

The proce:s analyses serve o further amplify the picture. The
analysis of the First Wave data provides the clearer picture. Within the
First Wave, children in each of the programs made gains in a1l of the
measured outcomes despite the between-group variability of In-Class
instruction. Therefore, either these gains were unrelated to classroom
instruction, or as hours of In-Class instruction decline, other factors -
presumably parent-home teaching time and home visit time, coupled with ar
enriched home environment - compensate for their effect. The trade-off,
however cannot be an equivalent one in terms of the overall hours of child
instruction (In-Class Hours + Home Visit Hours + Parent Instruction Hours)
as these total hours differed greatly between modes:

Traditional Home/School Home-Based

319 hours 619 hours 221 hours
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It would appear; by this simple logic, that the type of instruction
provided by the Home-Based program is far more effective in producing child
gains.

This explanation, however assumes that the short-term child gains
reported are, in fact, a resuit of instruction, which is questionable in
view ¢f the regression results. Rather, the dual regression analysis
reveals a very complex interplay of type and amount of instruction, parent
characteristics and «hild characteristics which varies predictably by type
of intervention. In the Traditional program, where the intervention focuses
primarily on the child in a school context, child gains appear to derive
frez that formal schooling. The amount of time parents report spending in
instruction of their children declines from pretest to post test, possibly
indicating an abrogation of responsibility for the role of "teacher." The
learning opportunitizs provided by the Head Start program (Child In-Class
Hours and Home-Visit Hours) demonstrate no positive effects on ma.ernal
behavior, and in fact, are associated with a decrease in the levels of
Maternal Language and Encouragement to Learn. There is no effect of
mothers' behaviors at post test once the effects of behavior at pretest have
been removed. Hence, while the effects of the program on the children
directly may be positive, the indirect effects which could lsgically ensue
from intervention focused on the parents is negligible or negative.

Within the Home/School program, where child and parent are separate
targets of intervention, the program~imposed learning opportunities affect
child gains and, to a lesser degree, parental change. The Parents' Home

Teaching Hours increase. This increase is reflected in an increase in the
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post test measuring of Maternal Encouragement to Learn which, in turn, has a
greater effect on childrcii's achievement at post test than at pretest
levels. Hence, the benefits to the chiid may be two-fold.

The Home-~Based program, which concentrates on improving the
academically-related interaction of parent and child, demonstrates its
effectiveness in a different manner. Although the formal Head Start
intervention does no. appear to influence child achievement directly, it
doas seem to significantly affect the way parents structure the child's
environment and the availability of learning materials, as well as the level
of Mother's Language and Encouragement to Learn. These factors, in turn, do

affect the rate of achievement progress shown by the children.

Policy Considerations

The results of this study do suggest some conclusions that have
relatively direct policy implication:z. However, such conclusions must be
held as tentative, based as they are . single study of a small sample of
programs from one narrow geographical area. Jc¢ is also based upon a limited
set of measures gathered over a relatively short intervention span. The
conclusions do need to be validated through additional study.

The results of this study do suggest the following:

1) While all three programs showed positive gains in both child and
parent measures across time, it appears clear that it is easier to
produce parent and home changes that are directly attributable to
program intervention than it is to produce child changes that are
directly attributable to intervention (i.e., Mode X Time

interactions).
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2) Child changes that are associated with program modality (Reading &
Math for the Traditional program) are marginal in this study and
are primarily the result of changes that occurred in a small
number of 3-year-olds. No differences on standardized measures
were found for 4-year-olds, and more children in the Traditional
program received special placements in First Grade (;gain. this is
a marginal finding based on a small n), These results ae
consistent with some previous research findings that indicate
that within programs where the emphasis is on the child rather
than changing the child's enduring context, initial gains are lost
over time,

3) Parent and home changes that appear to be susceptible to
intervention are also *“hose parent and home variables that provide
the greatest predictability (or have the greatest impact on) child
post test scores.

In essence, the model of program effects pictured on Figure 1, seems
to correctly portray the processes through which effects occur, but requires
a time lag for the Home and Parental Variables to have an influence on child
competence. In the Home-Based program, with its broader influence on the
family and home environment, resulting child changes seem more likely to
endure. The Home/School program appears to have a consistent, if moderate,
effect, producing both direct changes in children and direct changes in
parents and the home. For this program, Maternal Language at post test was

a particularly good predictor of child reading and language outcomes for
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children, whereas these measures at pretest were not significant predictors
of the child's post test scores. Such results suggest that enduring effects
are achievable with this program.

If one looks particulariy at Table 21 for the total. sample analysis,
the results indicate that there is a positive re]ationshib between Home
Visit Hours and Maternal Language and Variety of Stimulation, and a negative
relationship between Child In-Class Time and parental Childrearing Style.
These results support the notion of the predictability of key home and
parent variables from program efforts expended in the home. It would appear
that the amount of program time invesied in bringing about enduring changes
in the child's home environment is of greater, and perhaps more critical

importance, than the amount of time invested on Child In-Class time.

67)
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Child Subjects by Wave, Age, and Gender
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WAVE AGE

3 4 TOTAL

1 Male 22 28 51
Female 28 24 57

Total 50 52 108

2 Male 22 15 37/

(Replication)

Female 17 10 29

Total 39 25 66

Male b4 43 38

Total Sample Female 45 34 86
Total 89 77 174

Male 15 7 22

Returnees Female 27 3 30
Total 42 10 52
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TABLE 2

Comparison of Head Start Delivery Modes

Characteristics Traditional Home/Schocl Home-Based
# Groups 2 4 4
# Children (Total Sample) 60 51 63
actual

Children SES - - - o oo Head Start eligible - = = - - - -
# Staff 4 4 4
Staff qualifications = = - - - - - Mimimum CDA or ECE degree — - - - -
Child/staff ratio 1:9 1:9 1:9
Classroom days/month 20 8 2
Classroom hours/day 4.0 3.5 3.0
Total classroom direct

contact hours/year 476 238 60
Home visits 3 34 (1/wk) 34
Hours/home visit 1.5 1.5 1.5
Total home visit hours 4.5 51 51

Program

-~ - = - Full health/nutrition, etc.




-64-

TABLE 3

Measures and Variables

Learning Opportunities

Child [n-Class Hou.s
Home Visit Hours
Pare~t Volunteer Time

Records:

Self Report: Parent Home Teaching Time

Child Measures

Individual Measures
PPVT - Mental Age

HSMB - Language
Math
Nature & Science
Perception
Reading
Social Develorment

Behavior Survey
Attention to Teacher
Strongly Intent Individual Work
Intent on Indivi lual Work
Attention to Other Children
Social Work
Disinterest
Aimless Wandering
Intent Nor-Indivi.ual Work
Disruptive

Teacher Rating
General Preschool Adjustment
Development

Kindergarten Records
Kindergarten Placement
First Grade Placement

Parent/Home Measures

Knowledge of Developmen’.
Correct
Incorrect
Unsure

Parental Expectations
High
Moderate
Low

HOME
Toys, Games & Reading Material
Languase S_imulation
Fuy: Enviro.ment
o (fection & Warmth
St.n .cion of Academic Behavior
Modeling Social Maturity
Variety & Stimulation
Physical Punishmeni

Parent Interview Questionnaire
Child Rearing Efficacy
Empowe ment

Derived
Maternal Language
Childrearing Warmth
Encouragement

«J
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TABLE 4

Analysis of Learning Opportunities

Year 1

VARIABLE MODE F RATIO

Traditional Home/Szhool Home-Based
(N = 32) (N = 31) (N = 37)

In-Class Hours 476.89 173.63 32.78 363.84 ¥¥%
(104.9) (15.96) (7.95)

Home Visit Hours 2.58 37.24 35.25 598,76 ik
(0.92) (5.07) (4.75)

Home Teaching Time 10.21 11,83 6.57 4,251 *
(10.71) (16.38) (6.59)

Volunteer Time 65.25 91.62 50.21 5.26 #*
(69.18) (55.14) (31.15)

* p>.01

** p>.001

*#% p>,0001

Note: Numbers without parentheses are means.

Nurbers enclosed in perentheses - ‘e
standard deviations,
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TABLE 5

Analysis of Learning Opportunities

Year 2
VARIABLE MODE F RATIO
Traditional Home/School Home-Based
(N = 26) (N = 37) (N = 34)
In-Class Hours 516.25 166,07 47,27 1383.0 *
(28.63) (22.84) (6.09)
Home Visit Hours 4,09 38.18 36.00 81.07 **
(0,16) (7.881) (3.98)
Home Teaching Time 10.886 16.21 11.75 2.80 (NS)
(9.17) (17.86) (8.21)
Volunteer Time 110.96 83.02 45,32 5.19 *%#*
(117.8) (65.29) (54.13)

* p<.01
#* p<,001

##% pC,0001

NOTE: Numbers without parentheses are means.
Numbers eacliosed in parentheses are
standard deviations.




Analysis of Learning Opportunities

Returnees
. .
VARIABLE MODE F RATIO
Traditional Home/School Home-Based
(N =6) (N = 14) (N = 14)
In-Class "ours
Year 1 520.0 167.78 32.26 933.30 *
Year 2 485.0 163.68 46,60 830.02 *
Home Visit Hours
Year 1 2.25 37.41 35.49 202,37
Year 2 3.99 38.93 30.59 435,72 *
Home Teaching Hours
Year 1 11.16 12,43 5.92
Year 2 12.00 12.35 11.35
Volunteer Time
Year 1 71.00 93.97 45,33 3.24 #
Year 2 58.67 88.14 43,93
¥ p<.05
#¥¢ p<,01
¥4 p¢,001

NOTE: Numbers without parentheses are means.
Numbers enclosed in parentheses are
standard deviations.
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TARE 7a

(hild Variables: Pre- and Posttest Mean Scores by Mode with MANVAS by Mode and Mode by Time

075

Pretest Posttest Pre- to Posttest
Miltivariate Multivariate Multivariate
Traditional School /tlome Hame F(18,128) = .96347  F(18,128) = .80616 ¥(18,128) = 1.01116
Univariate F Univariate I Univariate F
Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post: (x mode) (x mode) (mode x time)
Head Start Measures Battery
Reading 45.000  47.1600 44,4074 46,3333 44,0000 48,3846 0.21385 0.66479 1.80545
(3.68%) (4.4878) (6.1909) (6.7254) (6.0531) (7.3216) (.88) (.518) (.172)
Social 46,8300 51.2400 45.8148 49.0000 47,1154  50.6538 0.26167 0.62078 0.24199
(5.1987) (9.5406) (4.9339) (5.4065) (9.5387) (7.2660) (.770) (.540) (.786)
Perception 44,3200 48.2800 39.9630 47.333  40.5385  47.7692 2.768664 0.16826 2.23475
(5.9492) (5.2798) (6.917) (6.7482) (8.4296) (6.9703) (.068) (.845) (.114)
Science 45,5400 51,2000 47.3704  49.5556  49.3462 52,1154 1.83059 1.25318 0.33872
(4.6465) (6.3710) (3.5750) (4.8859) (4.7070) (6.04586) (.168) (.292) (.714)
Math 45,3000 47.0400 45,4074 46,0370 46,2308 48,1923 0.39100 0.97523 0.45079
(4.2415) (4.7085) (2.0241) (6.2541) (4.8769) (5.2461) (.678) (.382) (.639)
Language 42,7600 46,6000 41.6667 45.7778 42,6154 45,7692 0.29863 0.18178 0.267%4
(5.0849) (4.6188) (4.6822) (4.6188) (6.5120) (6.5134) (.743) (.834) (.766)
PVT
Mental Age 43,9200 49.4830 38.2222 46.0889 43.0154  48.0923 2.35864 0.71972 1.05957
. (9.2887) (9.9576) (6.9071) (9.4327) (13.2531) (11.2053) (.102) (.490) (.352)
Teacher Rater
A 30.4400 77,300 3A.629 T71.4444  35.6538  71.4231 1.64524 2.61493 0.63638
(10.1533) (11.0033) (5.5895) (9.6649) (8.1924) (11.3848) .  (.200) (.080) (.532)
7} . 26,5600 31.5600 24,4074 28.2°63 24,0885 29,2077 1.04511 1.7219 0.41937
) ‘x (7.6107) (6.8257) (7.4279) (5.9795) (5.9362) (6.6077) (.357) (.186) (.659)
ElillC‘St,andard deviations are in parentheses. 'The miltivariate F is an approximate F derived from the Wilks' Lanbda.
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TARE 7

(hild Variables: Mean Scores and MAHWA's by Mode, Cahort, and Time (Pretest to Posttest) for First ¥ave Dita

Trixit ronal Hune/School Home —
T ] o < 3z =
3-vi-olds 4-yr-alds 3-vr-olds 4-yr-olds 3-yr-alds 4-yr-olds o B ¥ =8 (¢ ] 1 ]<-8 o .o
g g e 2 353 £ 7 “—95% §4é 2 & -3;:2
Pre Rst  Pre Pust | Pre  Post  Pre Post | Pre Rust _ Pre Post 3& Fzf |23E 8;2 Li £l S-S -lal=t P2t
188 (845) (M=16) (tl4) (21} (W7) (15) (t=15) 6.0721 | 7139 W4T | 5.061% 62 | 9138 LBAS | S0 | LB
(.000ym={ (. 737) (.9%0) |(.oo0)ws [(L924) ](.478) (.742)  |(.863)  [(.763)
Raaing L.062 66125 46545 4912 (43000 45.286 46.000 48.714 [W0.87 44.867 45.667 SOAT 7,619 |1.18%2 4600 [9.9559 0142 | 3808 615 [LMR2 | .00
(G.26)  (5.097) (4.28) (0.%5) [(5.037 (6.8 (2.980) (4.21) | (6.068) (6.174) (4.419) (3.81) (.ony*= |(.312) (.635) j.@)  [(913)  {(.16) (.582) {263 |90
Percepticn AL062 46250 45636 49.909 [38.950 45.571 43.286 SO 714 [35.7B  4S.067 45.000 48.467 15.91720 [1.46725 | 119073 [9.20923 L% |50 Lese¥ | o.essat | 1.9695h
5.6%)  (4.50) (8.322) (5.26) [(6.438) (7.560) (2.521) (3..29)|(7.166) (5.688) (5.669) (4.9%) (00)me{(.237) (00 oo [(609)  (8w) A9 [(146)
Social 45.002 - W6.812  0.635 55.455 [64.810 48.143 42286 0.0 [4LUD %6933 49.40 52467 | 12729 hosxs | Lusis 463049 7379 |1.81851 00 | L85I8 | 1.2M10
(5.36)  (5.282) (1.047) (9.637) [(5.20) (5.721) (2.6%0) (3...2) | (6.633) (4.061) (9.0%) (6.501) (.a0n)* |(.%0) (309 | ooy [(.428)  [(.169) (B (5 (B
Muth 43.93 45250 46.606 49.142 [45.190 44.286 46.429 8.7 |44.200 45.733 46.667 47.667 £.61276 | .16611 35137 | 8.8420 L2328 | sl hsns | oom | 73
(.31 (4.62) (2.590) (2.442) [(2.00) (7.28) (2.00) (3.202) [(4.26) (2.052) (2.300) (5.647) | (.Jou)e= [(.847) (.705) | (o) |(.876) (.60 )y [(.7%)  [(483)
langwge Q.00 66312 43.6%  47.545 (41333 L4286 43429 47.000 |P.467 42667 867 8.8 49570 | 34 L5545 | 8.98001 .52654 |1.am27 282 | 221 | s
G2 (3.995) (4.002) (5.592) [(4.953) (4.23) (2.507) (3.607) | (6.00) (7.752) (6.3M) (2.475) (.08) |(.n2) (.59  [(oa* {(m3) [(.19) (.51 {c.eon  |on
Sciance 4.2 48812 52182 54273 146,143 47.429 49.857 52571 |45.867 48133 sneer 55.060 | .98 |1.43%8 L% PBLISS20 &nr | 210 oo | Lo | .o
(.521) - (5.141) (4.916) (5.461) [(3.468) (4.664) (3.906) (5.19) |(4.627) (4.324) (2.416) (4.267) (.000) %= |( . 264) (.557) | (o 1aal)  [(.766) .2%8)  [.on  [(.%6)
PAVT (92) (%19) (M11) (121} (7) (t-18) (tm16)

Ml Age D.205 .22 4135 53018 137.429 43963 (.80 SLOS [35.00 »13 45.00 span | 15.2200 [2.7000 | L1oom | onewoo - Lox0 1L8ion i | aon | Lz
(7.181)  s1.60) (8.537) (9.446) [(7.106) (8.732) (w.899) (9.082) [(7.00) (6.770) (10.2:0) (9.48) | (.o0)%e Cote 13100 [ omyee [(173) (1) 18n  [can (o
Tox er Rater (345) (621) (-11) (t21) (H<7) (1:19) (H16) L6329 | 8% 19w 148 |Lmim | e e | sesn | e
199 JLe92) (30)  omr fL13s) |6 (.285)  |(.6m) (.60
Part A .42 WG LWL @70 [35.476 6.7 %457 .51 |35.58 .95 35757 71,812 2.9 L5389 [ L0s |9.13723  la.gs1y | 66 [2@i0s | swss | usn
(720 (12.463) (8.927) (8.326) [(5.183) (11.9%2) (4.451) (8.600) | (8.335) (9.122) (6.223) (11.525) oM |(.210) (.183) ] (.0m)* (.03 (.6) o2 15y (.5
urt B o5 000 023 12818 (2,96 %6.762 5857 2.5 |07 699 %.70 197 267 | 127 L0 {7 |Lwss | .o 8021 1 s | ew
(7.26) (6.812) (BAUB) (5.36) [(6.730) (6.8%) (6.0%) (4.721) [(5.54) (6.545) (5.314) (3.80) | (105) (.705) (.747) 1. (L3 9 CLUN VN (TR

HOth: I endtisiriate F s oo approxiaote Fodertved froz Wilks' Laibla. + o

¢ ol05

0l

e ol 00
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TAHE &

(hild Variables: Mesn Scan.s and MAVA's by Mode, Time, and Mode by Tice for Second Wawe Data
(Not Including Returnces)

Tradrticnal Hore/Schoot Home
Pretest Posttest Pre- to Posttest
Pre Posz Pre Post Pre Post by Mode by Mode (by Time) (Mode by Time)
B8 (=) t=17) (Ne13) (%8) 1.3933 1.2527 11.0848 U475
(.1%6) (.2n) (FO0)*e (.510)
Readirg 48,765 50.812 45.923 0.8 48,000 49,962 5.12090 43680 3704525 2.75016
(2.166) (2.883) (2.82) (2.1%) (2.268) (2.79%) (.011)* (.650) (.000) = (.0M)+
Socaal 9,82 S4.900 46,846 52.038 48.375 53.812 1.8m15 1.2400 41.22518 021%
(5.098) (5.942) (3.760) (3.785) (3.22) (4.102) (.180) (.302) (.OD)nae (.976)
Pecceptaon 43.412 48.276 44,7985 48,738 45,250 48,700 Ji87 6397 21,3137 .1888
(3.255) (4.785) {4,292) (5.614) (3.327) (3.508) (.495) (.961) (.000) e (.829)
Mith 47.822 51.98 47.000 49.900 8,75 50,750 L1135 1,773 30.02029 1.2508
(2.315) (2.400) (2.415) (3.i9) (3.576) (3.927) (.30) (.18%) (000w (.290)
language 48,824 51.676 47,000 49.59) 49.375 51.425 1.52211 7.75887 25.2818 2083
(4.127) (2.661) (2.082) (2.673) (3.543) (1.926) (.32) (.07 (.000)*ne (.813)
Science 51.176 4. 2% 49.533 52.708 51.250 S4.600 82216 1.22606 22,8458 009%6
(3.540) (3.3%3) (3.997) (3.28) (4.590) (2.707) (.448) (.30%) (.000) (.9%0)
PAT (8=33) .88 47.576 38.80 5.5 38.80 49.267 2000 S6000 66.93 K]
Mental Age (8.470) (11.985) (6.909) (8.%5) (7.023) (10.120) (.801) (.575) (000 (.32)
Teacher Rater (1=56) (N=l0) (}=18) (¥22) 21873 013 9.85512 4.194%
—_—— (.B)+ (.465) (000w (.aB)*=
Part A 99.000 65.375 €0.50 64,72 58,955 67.500 17610 21525 1715873 0%
(10.97) (11.84) (13.210) (12.198) (15.637) (13.019) (.927) (.760) (000) s (.49%)
Part B 19,875 25,375 %313 .72 22,264 .99 1.76247 898 11,2851 7.21216
(7.145) (5.714) (5.001) (6.524) (7.550) {6.517) {.162) (.700) (000)rs (.002)*=
TN} WE: e rultnanate F s w approxemice F demived from Wilks' Lambhia.
T ah
* ol
s 7 8
O
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AL e
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3-r-alds Lorolas Secirnese 3 raldy Lvrolda Reounas Fvrolds Lveclds ReCurrwes £l :E § g 4
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Table g

Child Varfables: tlean Scoses and MANOVA's hy Mode and Mode by Time for Returnecs:

October 1985 - April 1987

Traditional Howe/Schenl Hoze
Dctoder Apr1} Oceabder Avral Nceadher 1)n ”
1935 1986 1986 ’ (-') ’ ﬁpn: e
Cat 1995 Apral 1996 Occ 1984 tprtl 1997 Oce 1985 ipril 1996 Oce. 1996 tpril 1937 Oct 3935 peil 1§26 Occ 1936 1peil 1997 Flo <) Flp ¢) Flp <) Flo ¢ ) Apral 1987 ncm“f 1186
b ) -
Feratng 43 178 15,222 w9 1 51.800 i1 315 45,128 8.9 52,375 42,750 FYRHY] 49,167 € 525 .14 .07 .00 13y 61976 12475
(1. 30) GOy (L (.33 (1.13) (5290)  (6.223)  (3.6:1)  (2.572) (4951 (5.823) (L1 (1.286)  (.870) N0 (.91 (013 ( 540) 393
Languags 41,989 450 234 52,700 40.137 -3 3158 $0.312 52 194 a1 429 35,958 49,214 52,936 36 % 1.0% s 99713 1.21:37
(Y= 3) (5.295) £3.913) (4.065) {2.079) (4.929) (4.440) (2,901 (203) (5.630) (6.620) (2.5t (8 06%) (.:02) {.796) (.357) (@)L} [@153] (-yy;)
Pecrception &1 333 &6 11t &g 11t 51.000 W15 45,500 48.625 $0.256 3.3 &6, 0N 45.846 45 300 12 22 2.59 148 1 r'm 05973
(%)38) (5.26%) (4.197) (3.3 (4.319) {5 965) (7137 (3 345) (4.576) (1 157) {6 712) (2.703) (2 442) (.309) (.801) (.039) (.24 (.29 (.91
Maeh &)1 45 667 50.000 52.400 &.9n 43 062 30.497 53 o2 4).615 45,335 49,231 $0.400 75 .96 .93 30 14024 1 1519
{1 =) (509 { 860) (1.419) (1.992) (2.0%8) (1.981) (2 920) .23 (4.312) (2.103) {1320 50 { 418) (.29%) (.386) ( 533)° !.‘-it) { l)n)"
“ctenc 473 48 839 5) 436 55.118 45 315 46,250 52.637 55 6k 46.291 48 346 51.692 58 515 .84 197 1.0t <8 49555 343522
tf = 3+ (4 242) (4.043) (2.12%) (2.469) (3.343) 4.297) {2 1%0) (3.962) (3 535) (3.519) (3.9 (3 357) (.442) (.154) (-326) ( o2)) (.39 ( :)g”:
So~11l 45 541 43 3)) 52 31 53 119 5‘.]?7 ‘7..‘}/: 52 687 35.6%0 42 545 47.071 51.813 53.964 1.60 A5 17 292 09,83 12114
1 = 36) {(2.%15) (2 533) (3.17%) (4.936) (5.039) (6.571) (3.877) 14.561) {5 251) (4.200) {3 631 (3N8)  (.217) (.361) {.823) (.363) (.726) It 386)‘
figas
4 = 35)
“ental Age 37.467 [I3395)] 51,33 58.1)) 36 200 43,400 49.909 53,5800 ¥ mn 28.400 41.057 49,829 .86 ) 66 1.9% 324 1 65ié 1 07422
(5.9 {7 63) (6 C33) (1.209) {6.013) (6.915) (8.162) (3.216) (5 338) (5.041) (6 233) (1109 (.93 {.037) {.002) (.05 (9N { 35‘{
Teacher * ar 01625 57579 40318 »1a1
Y « 360 (.999) ( 63 {.500) { «32)
Fiee A 36 33 13 339 59.32 17 122 76 17 10 583 0 w) nou«n 36.13) 51.667 66.93) 15 267 3380 1 1854) 22025 2ot BIEYA] 59714
(11 347) (6.214) {9.641) (6.413) (6.531) (12 176)  (12.%10) 9.3t (8.459) (3 931)  (13.8%9) (5 263)  (.97%) { 213, (.00 «h {0y ( 35,,;‘
Pict B ) 5% 29.55%% 27.33) 21.550 0 27 917 28.33) 27 550 23.2% 26.200 2,13 27 000 0N -t 4057 %R . W N Img
(5 N (5.5:8) (5 312) (% 11 (5.302) (5 909) (5.051) 13 349) {5 305) (6.303) (6 659 (3,299) (1) (.49 (.60 t 315) 1 )()3)‘ ¢ Iom
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TALE 10

Behavice Survey:  Moan Scores and MANVA's by Mode and Mode by Tire for First Wave Dota

Traditional 1 Hme/School e Mxde by Ture
i Mode at Pretest Mode at Fosttest Pretest - Posttest
Pre Post | Pre Post P.e Poit F(18,186)=1.85806 F(18,186)=2.90195 F(18,186)x].42482
pe.onr p< OO0 ®.119
1. Attention to Teocher 2.9 39.120 ! 1.819 .88 26.442 2,268 1.0976. 5.2498 2.84746
(16.351) (31.169) (14.822) (17.114) (13.514) (12.359) (.338) (.Q07)%# (.003)+
2. Strangly . tent on 8.4313 12.500 ! 2,473 10.354 14.293 19,267 5.65113 5.11761 L3965
Individual wurk (12,500} (10.646) ; (6.677, army 0 (12.63) (16.479) ' (.006)** (.C08)*e (.961)
3. Intent 27.441 75.463 2.5 Suh2 20.181 2.055 62681 .S6505 62877
Individual Wak (18.597) (17.474) (18.036) fio. ) (B.291) (14.534) : (.539) (.5%) (.539)
4. Disintcrest 2.614 7.76 1.5 2.5 ' .810 3 2,015 4.08214 1.98600
(%.914) .154) (3.372) (4612 (2.811) (1.409) . (.141) (.020)* 1.143)
. t
5. Attextave to Other 26,95 .30 %0 %N 1 0.78 34.92 ] A8 3.5799 810
Children (16.281) (%.006) i (15.765) {15.803) i (18.694) (15.7°0) 1 (.491) .08y (.42)
6. Lxcdal Wouk 2.638 3.935 I8 4.545 ! .31 00 |[ 3.9%614 5.3606 2.89723
(6.506) (7.839) (1.741) 1.58v (1.570) (.30) , (.023)% (.O0)** (.00
7. Intent on Non-Tescher 1.014 0.0 303 253 10 0.000 ! 1.63119 L7737 1.88%1
Presuribad Activity (2.916) (.000) (1.741) (1.451) (1.127) (.0m) . (.201) (.3%) (.157)
8. Aimlesy Wudering 463 6% 0.000 505 476 833 ' L95721 15601 O
(1.9%) (2.336) (.oom (2.019) (1.963) (2.822) ' (.287) (.855) (.931)
9. hsruptave 0.0.0 23 O.(L. 1,010 952 .28 1.%4795 1.804% 2,759
(.000) (1. 99) (.LD) (2.762) (4.007) (1.409) (.148) (.170) (.070)+
+ 0 SIE:D The miltivaniate Fas an approxamote F derived fiom Wilks' Lanbxda,
s 05
ot
(0
1
1
'
82
v
O
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TARLE 11

Behavior Survey: }hnScoxmaﬂWMM'sby}bdeardMﬂeby'ﬂmfa-Sawdﬂweihm
(Returnees not Included)

Traditaoml ] Hoe/School I Hoa ' Mode byTime
' Mode at Pretest Mode at Posttest Pretest - Posttest
Pre Post . Pre Post l Pre Post I F(18,186)=1,85806 F(18,186)=2 90155 F(18,186)=1,43482
p<.022 p<. QOO X.119
(N=55) ‘ I
1. Attention to Teacher 46,50 4.656 . .33 8.3 ' 0.1%9 B.70 ' 4.17646 1,499 81792
(2.211) (15.550) ' (14.130) (11,411) (19.090) (15.473) i (.021)* (.244) (.547)
2. Strongly Intent on 13,725 9.804 ' 12,255 7.353 l 15.019 12,302 ' L2061 1.28187 09487
Indavadual Work (11.763) (7.925) (10.256) (71.79) - (15.78) (11.672) i (.8m) (.286) (.910)
i i
3. Intent on 8.824 9.8% ’ 1,765 18,137 12,32 13.492 68933 31787 RS
Ind1vidual Work (11,28) (7.357) 1.828) 1Lsm (9.360) (9.674) (.506) (.050)* (.23)
4, Disinterest 2,451 3.431 1471 5.392 0.000 2.381 3.6%74 1.44848 97410
(3.914) (4.227) (3.275) (7.181) (.0) (4.672) (.034)* (.244) (.384)
i
5. attetave to Qcher 19.608 25,985 ' 18.1%7 2%.510 29,365 26.%4 , 3,62307 2837 1.60248
(tadren (12.823) (10.575) i (9.867) (10.404) (17.603) (12,049) ) (.B4)* (.793) (.211)
6. Socaal York 8.333 4,412 ! 13.725 4.412 5.952 5.1% 2.41562 06879 1.86771
(8.333) (7.860) (11.001) (7.287) (12.677) (6.706) (.09 (.934) (.165)
7. Intent o an-Tencher 495 Rea 50 40 1.984 0.000 9798 1.25375 1.9816
Preseribad Actanaty (2.021) (2,765, . (2.768) (2.021) (4.491) (.000) (.332) (.29%) (.160)
8. Aumless Wundering 0.00 1.961 1.9%61 147 1.984 2.381 2.49435 24679 15158
(.000) (3.644) (3.644) (3.275) (3.637) (4.672) (.092)+ (.72) (.28)
9. Disruptave 6.3 1.961 0.000 3.922 2.121 2.381 8,46364 376 2.6735
(10.76) (4.686) (.000) (8.8%) (6.4%) (6.531) (.001)* /6L (.104)
+ o MR The miltnariate F as an approxamste E detived from Wiiks' Lambda,
oS
0l

)
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TARE 12

Bduvior sucvey: Mae Scoces and MANWA's by Houe and Made by Time for Returmees

Lty
mltiviartate anilyss,

MUIVA"S ctons L wre

an whvidally for ash varible de to 1t frencrent degrees of frewkm requizat for o

83

Tradit1cnal fome/School Hone © & % 5 “rJdF AL & -
2 5 ie v |e T ol T |eeedlyens fELx
Or/85  Apc/t6  Ocei86  Apc/87 | Oce/BS  awr/®  oco/tb Ape/87 | Oce/sS Apr/86  (ce/s6  Apes81 | 2 4 25S |288 [228 8-Sy £Co2 |2-C g
F(18,70)a 18, )= |F(18,70)=
2.45511 2.0352 1.84666
pRLODRe pLOI [ B0t
1. Attention to LT 31,250 40.625 42.187 | 8977 26.5%62 .33 41.667 2.048 26,671 23.571 29.2% 12066 52240 2.25119 RI7Z:s] 16 1.0 .
Taxcher (12.331) (14.43%) (17.710) (13.%1){(10.601) (17.600) (14.907) (16.942){(13.88) (14.060) (14.C30) {15.%21) | r.x87) (.597) (.118) (.966) (.855) (.376) (.99)
2. Sraggly fntent o 5,720 14.062  17.708 11.458 5.08  14.062 15.106 10.937 1 15.714 19.406 17 4.2 5.09925 87344 . 2B%6 43237 ) 3l 1.44
Indivadial York (8.767)  (8.985) (12.500) (9.562) (5.8C1) (13.165) (10.192) (10.852)}(14.198) (15.220) ( Jd1.00) | (.Gl (.425) (.750) (.652) (.594) (.733) (.248)
3. Intent on 0.0 2875 4.687 11.9M | 37.197 2.0 8.133 13.021 § 3.5 19.45 11.95 19.048 37297 3N 2.65974 3359 -] K¢ .35
Tadavadual Work (21.7%€1) (13.566) (4.270) (8.590) (16.189) (16.093) (8.051) (11.373) (32.736) (13.800) (12.108) (43.169) (.691) (.617) (.08l (.716) (.759) (.%7) (.700)
4. Mginterest 3.068 468 3.5 4.6 3 1% 5.5 521 | 5.8 595  3.57 95 | 1.58505 §3.8%693 023 142124 79 L0 85
(5.9%6) (6.062) (7.376) (6.086)] (1.%92) (3.3%9) (5.90) (2.083)] (4.054) (2.27; (6.29) (2.27) | (.217) (.029)* (.978) (.00)* (.461)  |(.414) (.76)
5. dientive o 24155 2917 25,00 2649 | 2500 29516 20312 %6.562 | .94 1452 32,143 4).667 | 1.52%0 | 1.6%65 2.06645 1.57185 2400 1173 12
Xter hildren (13.277)  (17.87%) (15.5i6) (10.745) (14.714) (16.161) (12.160) (10.192){(22.07%) (13.406) (19.844) (60.975) | (.228) (.20) (.19) (.351) (.70 (.159) (.60)
6. Skl Wk 5.568 2.0 7.812 2.083| 0000 4.687 16.667 3.125 476 0000 4,762 1.786 5.25188 |2.23489 6.67274 1513 3.91 272 2.2%
(8.8%) (5.693) (9.845) (4.811) (.00) (8.50) (11.356) (10.48)] (1.782) (.000) (5.365) (3.948) | (.00 (.19 (.Qm)=  {(.860) (.a%)*  |(.077% (.119)
< 1, Intent on tooe 1.193 0.00 0.00 o0.0| 0P 0.00 521 000 [ 070 000 0.000 5.92 1.99793 93478 [1.'Y80 .2 1.20 1.95
foxher frev o (3.265  (L0)  (.01) (OO} (0M)  (L00) (2.089) (00| (.0  (.000) (.0x,.2.212) | (.148) (.01 (.326) (.063)*  [(.310) (.262)
Alvily
3. Amles, Wudertng 0,00 1.562  1.962 2521 0.000 .51 Y 062 1.062 | 1.190 595 1.190 995 | 2,49275 76412 BV./2) 21465 .82 e 1.12
GO0 (3.39) (3.39) (2.08)] (.00) (2.083) (2.86) (2.86)] (3.026) (2.227) (3.026) (2.27) | (0554  §(.472) (.887) (.81) (.445) (.913) (.3%)
9. Msruptave 0.0 .521 1062 1962 | 0.0 521 1.562 20 2.8l 0.00 000 7.143 2.38161 A4¥%23 iy, &2 8519 3.18 1.2 U
oM (".083) (4.167) (3.39) (.00) (2.083) (4.533) (4.811)} (6.192) (.000) (.00) (2.376) | (.104) (.649) (.49) (.43) (.049)*  {(.105) .9
MY Multianate tests at Apral 19689, were ot capittle die 10 the Lxk of vactace 1 Variadble 7: Intent an Mhoa-Toxher Prescribed

ERIC
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TABLE 13

Kindergarten Placement by Mode

Traditional Home/School Home Totals

Special Placement 3 1 0 4
(127) (47) (07%) (16%)

Normal Fiacement 8 6 7 21
(32%) (247%) (28%) (84%)

Totals 11 7 7 25
(447) (287%) (28%) (1007}

’X} = 2.38 df =2 p<.320(ns)
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TABL: 14

First Grade Placement by Mode

Traditional Home/School Home Totals
Special Placement 4 0 0 4
(16.7%) (%) (0%) (16.7%)
Normal Placement 7 6 7 20
(29.2%) (25%) (29.27) (83.3%)
Totals 11 6 7 24
(45.87%) (25.0%) (29,27%) (1C0%)
% = 5.67 df =2 p<.06
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TAHE 15
Parent Variahles: Mean Scores and MANOVA's by Mode and Mode by Time for First Wave Data

Traditaonal Fome/School Home Pretest Pre~ to Posttest
F
Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post (p<)
HME (N = 107) (N=36) ' (N=234) N=37) 3.98202
(.O0)y*en
Toys, Games, Reading 7.750 8.3%9 7.667 8.647 6.000 8.7% 5.54972
Materials (2.489) (2.115) (2.673) (2.347) (2.687) (1.774) (.008)x+
Languge Stzmilation 6.518 6.667 6.059 6.500 6.000 6.78 256972
(.9%l1) (.862; (1.391) (.78) (.882) (.479) (.083)
Modeling & Encouragement  3.1% 2.6% 2.8 3.412 3.7 4.216 5,263
of Social Maturity (1.15) {1.09) (1 250) (1.048) (1.018) (.a1) (.Q06)*»
Pride, Warnth, and 5139 5.583 5.029 5.735 5.784 6.649 2.60001
Affection (1.533) (1.500) (1.696) (1.2%) 1.315 (.735) (.07M9)+
Academc Stimulation 4,361 4,583 3.471 4,324 3.135 4,58 9.bW13
(1.018) (.5%4) (1.3%) (.535) (1.378) (.63 (.000)yw%
Vaniety of Stimulation 6.50 6.657 6.353 6.44] 6.432 1.30% L08563
(1.648) (1.249) (1.475) {1.521) (1.324) (1.270) (.918)
Physical Environment 6.0 6.167 5.647 5.941 5.70 6.297 3474
(1.586) (1.781) (2.(28) (1.705) (1.758) (1.288) (.638)
Physical Punishment 3,44 3.3% 2.82% 3.08 3.243 3.8% 2,4T106
(1.0%4) (1.35) (1.359) (1.193) (1.140) (.393) (089
¥nowledae of Develepment Scale {(N=239) {h=34) N=4) JHD
(N = 113) (.575)
Correct Knowledge 23,641 23,866 25.588 24,912 25,675 25.675 L.5725
(5.774) (8.100) (5.118) (5.005) (6.048) (8.577) (.22)
Incorrect Knowledge 6.1% 6.282 5.79% 7.471 5.650 5.295 0345
(2.343) (2.964) (2.993) (2.495) (3.09) (3.422) (.739)
Uncertainty 7.18 4,026 5.265 4,58 5.475 2.600 1.50%
(5.633) (3.344) (4.173) (4.626) (4.91) (2.470) (.219)
Parental Expectation Scale (N =31) N=27) N=32) 1.82087
(N =9) 1n
935 8% 973 519 RS 562 3.14580
(.8%) (.749) (.6%) (.A0) (.718 (1.076) (.008)*
Moderate 9,677 9.93 9.667 9,704 9.687 9.875 L006%
(.87) .x0) (.4680) (.542) (.693) (.421) (.9%4)
High 6.355 7.581 5.2% 6.333 5.687 6.219 2.28641
(1.9% (1.9%) (1.63%) (1.981) (2.085) (2.3 (.18)

Yote: Standard devistions are in purenthests. The wunivariate F 1s derived fran Wilks lambda.

+< .10 *p <Ll
< .05 3 <001
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TAHE 1

Parent Yariables: Mosn Scares and HANVA's - Pirut Save Duta

Traditional Hame/School Home
: 3yr-olds boyr-ods 3yr-olds 4yr-olds 3r-olds byrolds | sﬁg - ug o
' 541 i gi ] Z 1 3¢ 4.8 | 4
Pre Post Pre Post Pre Rost Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post |48 | FE F R T E

D€ (495) ) 1.5085 | 3.0565 1.3%407  Ji6.00 3.%7% | 8.3530
(.163) | (.00)ees .20 (.000)#es (L00)*e | (D)%

Toys, Gxaes, Realing 7.619 8286 "800 8% |7.619 892 |sasy 82 |sx ssa |6 sas |2z |70 o6 | L2012 13.6764  }20.15092
Matertals @.3%6) (2.028)1(2.646) (2.42) 1(2.37) (2.355) |(1.952) (1.890) |(2.813) (1.710) | (2.419) (1.8 | CL126) | (oo (.92) (.BD) (.000)*# | (.000)se
Language Scimulation 6.5%  6.667 | 6.63 6.909 1609 6.5% | 6.714  6.51 | 5.85 6.862 | 6.000 6.687 |1.6%71 | 3616 0550 | Lessn 3991 J1L7ez%
(S8 (70) | (926) (.32) [(1.179) (.928) | (.488) (.535)| (.7 (.319)| (.816) (.602) {(.1%6) | C.onmpe (.78) (.38) o | (.o

Physical Environeenc 6.10 6.333 | 5.900 S6% | 6095 6.0% | S5.26 6429 |5.158 6.08 | 6.20 6.50 | 0000 | w06 o0 | awe? 147760 § 4.01649
(1.62) “(1.826) }(1.04) (1.%3) |(1.609) (1.480) {(1.799) (.78D) {<1.922) (1.33){ (1.4®) (1.25) | (l999) | (&) (.%5) (.19) -l | oy

Modeling & Encourngannt 326 2619 §3.000 2818 §2.952 3.5 |35 3.2 | .59 397 | 3812 40 | s | 2,007 S | 17805 sm | a0
of Soctal Hacurity (1.056) (L.20) 1 (1.414)  (.9%2) {(1.200) (1.123) |(1.134) (L10) {(L.10) (.8@)) (&%) 7o) | ¢ase) | (o) (451 (.000)#+ (6™ | (.523)
Pride, Vargh, and 5.0  S.571 | S.63 S.636 |50 S.ST1 | S.03  6.143 | S.6% 6.68 | 5.812 6.65 | 330 111518 S04 | 6.63816 14579 123287
Affection . (1.375) (1.59) { (1.3%62) (1.362) [(1.206) (1.3%9) [(1.574) (.650) |(1.36) (.478) | (1.3 €.025° |((532) | (72) (.478) (.002)% .z8) | (.0
Acadexic Stimilacion 478 LS 1466 4218 1326 4043 14286 4T | 07 44N | 3305 4687 6105 | 98763 fo.xmo | 1.2%ss 8268  [R.49%!
1.0 (S1) ] (674) (45 J(1.419)  (470) | (488) (.<88) |(1.3S) (.0m) | (1.30) (70%) | (.o16)% | (Loooyees (o) | (B (.01)** | (.000)eee

Variety of Stimlation 6.476 ' 6.667 | 6455 6.6% | 6.28 638 | 713 642 | 6.00 7.211 | 6.7 7.7 {29105 | 3%l Joeo | demos 6.50% | 3.5708
(1.662) (L.017) | (1.635) (1.286) [(1.480) (1.713) | (.60) (.976) {(1.431) (LZB)] (.BD) (1.%S) |(.91) | (727) .74) (.5)* (.02)* | (.062)

Thysical Runfsteenc 3429 3.286 | 366 3091 | 2857 2.857 | 213 3286 | 3.4 3895 | 2.9 3.8%5 |29 | 3man 65 | 4.90M 284086 | 4.06765
.20 A9 (926 (1.30) [(1L39) (1199 [(1.578) (1.496) [(L.OT) (49 | .31 (.32) |1z | Cooeys (.768) (.009)* (.06 | (ounye

XI5 (= B) 919%0 | .18000 S0% 2.00601 1.825% | 7.1609
48 |60 (.787) (063} (.0%6y | (.cooyees

Correct ¥nosledge 276 26,143 |2.76) 21.81 1538 25,05 |B.87 2.51 ¥R B3 |56 w25 | aun | sas me | 2407 L | oasse
G-26) (3.759) | (6.057) (10.69) | (4.487) (2.09) [(7.15) (5.192) }/..620) (4.798) |(6.498) (2.397) | (o) | (.5)) (.763) (.088)+ ) ] (.688)

Incocrect Knouledge 6.06 6,762 { 5.077 S.6lS | 5.667 738 | .00 8.000 | 559 636 | 6.118 6.1%6 [2.1585 | 17685 66062 | 2.0007 10129 | 3.9890%
(2.99) (1.819)1 2.3/ (3.58) [ (2415) (2.63) [(4.80) (1.915) {(2.719) (3.3 |@.w0n (. [C1) | Cem) (.519) (.135) 6 | (.09

thcertanty 5.28  40% | 9.077 4.462 | S.52% 4511 15857 642 | 459 2.3 | 6.9 3412 | 7m0 | @7 26247 361N 002 |19.62%68
(6.19) (3.506) 1 (6.6%) (3.405) | (3.642) (4.654) [(6.492) (5.798) |(3.76) (2.66) | (6.0) (2.720) [(l4s9) | (la%) (.766) (.15 (.one | (o)

IS (¥ = 80) 46300 | 95676 Iy | 125 SI98 | 6.62667
) |(.4n 715 (.2%) (.3 | (.0ot)ee

Lov Bpectations 1083 &2 | 67 667 | 8 w7 ¢ &0 40| 412 67 ] o8 ss | oiests | 10661 o168 | cels 76 | .o
(o) (&N (07 (50| (618) (.786) | (BX) (.58) ] (W) (1% ] (680 (60) | (66D | CL199) (.435) (.608) (.86) | (.853)

Hoderate Expectations 9.68%  9.895 | 9.55% 9.8 | 9.765 9.647 | 9.600 10.000 | 9.647 9.8 | 9.62 9.86 | 1076 | 0030 9Pl 11655 Jd6553 | .06
(L0633 (S) | (725) (30) | (3D (65) | (48) (o) | (.82 (a) | (68m (%8 |(l6se) | (s58) (.%2) (.50) .es8) | (.om)e

High Bexcrations 6316 7.421 | 6.00 7.778 | 5.235 S5.%1 1520 6.600 | 6.176 6.647 | 5.000 5.92 105215 |1.25195 w6 | a2 8286 [16.2m17
(216 (.85] (1.523) (.24 (1.430) (1.63) {1.63) (2.00)] (2.%3) (L@l (1.915) .72 (B [(.292) (.89) (.062)* (663) | (Looyeee

y )
.CV -t

ERIC
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Table 16

Parent Varizlbles: Mran Scores andMANGYA's ~ Second Wave Dnta

TRADITIONAL HOHE/SCHOOL HOME ] 4 sl 8 =

3-vr-oj Lrclds Retunees 3-vrclds 4-vr-olds' Returrees 3vr-olds 4-vr-olds Returnees < s :sg g g g = ~' g : T.
Pre Tost |Pre  Post|Pre Post |Pre Post |Pre Fost|Pre Porc |Pre Post | Pre  Posc | e R E¥c 234 345 3z Eisg aﬁ x.-“u-:'E.—i
HE =9 CEE)) (N = 6) (N «195) N =13 Naed) (N «11) A9 =12 MNels) (156127 |3.5800.76015 1149 ‘51009 12259 | .06 2.39555 ‘L3003
(06)® |00 (39) (0™ (smy (.00 (081
Toys, Games, .00 8.000 { 7.667 8.500 |8.667 8.6007.X8 7.769 |9.000 9.00 [8.455 9.%5 ] 5.5% 8.30 | 8.08 o.5m |77 9.7 | .nem j1.61419 2.65707 256725 THO6 LOE31 L200I2 S.647% 1.16467
Reading Materials (1.633)(1.633)[ (1.751)(1.225)[ 1.877) (1.805){3.521) (2.920){(.816) (1.155)}2.207, (1.968) (3.283)(2.291)] (2.906)(1.621){1.792) (1.438)K.585) :( .169) (076)* (o)t (.481) (.8%) .(.819) x(.006) (.332)
Language Scamlacion 6.2 6.714 | 6.667 7.0 [6.60C 6.733 [6.X8 6.538 [7.000 7.000 {6,818 6.818 | 5.33 6.111 | 6.917 6.88 [6.80 6.7 1.71%0 . 12235«363545 3640 G082 1 86358 2.MBl 4TIE2  L6OUK
(.7% (.488)1 (.516) (000} (.632) (.594)[1.548) (1.12)}(.000) (.000)|(.40%) (.405)|1.225) ¢.om)] (.289) (.57 (.610) (EfL15) | (28) (OO (WD (8 (1) (62) (.60

Pysical Evaroment 6.000 6.000 | 7.000 7.000 [6.533 6.533 |5.X8 6.231 [6.250 5.500 [S.864  %.909 | 5.4k 6,064 | 6.667 6.667 |6.600 6.067 | 19606 L2200 %633 L1189 101965 .S&52 1.2914 85612 1.5620:

(2.646)(2.66)1 (.000) (.CO0M1.807) (1.807)[2.359) (2.0:8){1.500) (1.291)[1.857) (1.814){(1.130) (.&82)| (.888) (.288)|(.7M) (L.1Hk.90)  (.117) (B6) (.88) (XS) (%) (.278) (.429) (.192)
*ode ing § Ercomgerent | 2,714 3.000 | 3.000 2.3 [3.400 3.000 {3,462 3,462 [3.50 4.2 {2.777 § 3000 | 4.4dh 8,446 1 630 417 4133 400 [LUSEB 13293 250 LBB 25.00577 21026 _ .62%3 248708 161645
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TABLE 18

Power: Mean Scores and MANOVA's by Mode and Cohort for 1986 — 87

Traditional Childrearing Efficacy Empowerment
3-year-olds 4,333 2.000
(.816) (.000)
b-year olds 4,286 9.857
(1.496) (1.069)
Returnees . 3.000 1.786
(1.468) (.69)
Home/School
3~year olds 3.083 1.667
(1.443) (.888)
b-year olds 4,250 2.000
(.957) (.816)
Returnees (1.111) (.827)
Home
3~year olds 2.625 2.375
(1.188 7.518)
b-year-olds 2.2%0 2.083
(.452) (.515)
Returnees 2.733 2.267
(.79) (.458)
Mode X Cohort 2.87039 59924
Multivariate F(8,170) = 1.53000 (.028)* (.664)
(p < .150)
Mode 10.42274 2.61040
Multivariate F(4,170) = 8.75604 (.000)se (.079)+
(p < .000)¢
Cohort 2.44267 .01219
Multivariate F94,170) = 1.40675 (.093)+ (.988)
(p < .23)
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TABLE 23 |
Teacher/lome Visitor Satisfaction Scale
FTOM ~x2 p< High Low
Communication/Interaction with Parents 10.32726 .03553#% Home Traditional
Time Teaching/Interacting with Children 6.52777 .1630
Time Spent on Home Visits 9.18333 .1635 Home Traditional
Home/School
Time to Know Parents/Children 18.25 .0056%# Home Traditional
Respunsible For
Children's Progress in Cognitive 10.55 .0321+ Home Traditional
Development, School Readiness Home/School
Children's Progress in Growth of Social 1.81818 .402S
Competence —_
Amount of Information on Community Resources 9.3333 .0533+ Home Traditional
to Share Home/School
Amount of Direct Teaching with Children 9.58333 .048] # Home
Tradiiional Home/School
Support from Head Start Staff 12.35226 .0546+ Traditional Yome
- . llome /School
Amount of Record Keeping 2.95- .5662
Cuoperation from Teachers/Aides/HV's 5.12727 .5276 - Mostly Very
Satasfied Satisfied
Time Spent with Parents on Non-Academic Issues 12.72726 .0476% flume Traditional
- Home/School
Adequacy of Equipment/Materials 14.82143 .C217# Home Home/School
Traditional
Amount of Travel Required 8.36667 .2125
Suitalility of Classruoms 4.69444 .5836 Home/School
Constructiveness of Supervision 7.75000 .2570 Generally Satisfied
Amount of Pay 10.71429 .0976 Mustly Dissatisfied
Recogmition Received for Work 20.31248 .0024 Traditional Home/School
L. Home
Progress Shown by Parents 13.45 -0364* Home Tradrtional
Opportunities for Carcer Advancement 15.000 .0203% Tradational Home/School
flome
Fiinge Benefits 5.476 .2053
Reputation of Progrum 1n Community 9.29167 .0542 Home flome/School

livu

LRIC ~

Traditional
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APPENDIX - MEASURES

Table cf Measures

Child Measures

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (Dunn & Dunn, 1981)
word list

Head Start Measures Battery (Bergen, 1984)
subtests and items vyear 1
subtests and items year 2

Teacher Rater (Peters & Stein, 1966)
Part A
Part B
Part C
Behavior Survey (XKatz, Peters, and Stein, 1968)

Parent Measures

Head Start Family Research Questionnaire
Spring 1986
Spring 1987
Knowledge of Development Scale (Duscowicz, 1973)
Parental Expectations Scale (Busch, 1979)
HOME Inventory (Elardo, C-'dwell, and Bradley, 19.5)

Staff Measures

Head Start Staff Questionnaire




Peabody Picture Vocabulary - Word List

Form L
1 bus '‘bas 30 tying ®i-in
2 hand ‘hand 31 nest 'nest
3 bed 'bed 32 envelope ‘en-va-|6p, 'an-
4 tractor trak-tar 33 hook thuk
5 closet ‘kiaz-at. 'kloz- 34 pasting '‘pas-tin
6 snake 'sndk 35 patting pat-in
7 boat ‘bt 36 penguin pen-gwan, ‘pen-
8 tire ti(a)r 37 sewing '5G-1n
9 cow ‘kau 38 delwering ditliv-(a-)rin
10 famp 'lamp 39 diving 'di-vin
11 drum 'dram 40 parachute 'par-3-shut
12 knee 'né 41 furry far-é
13 helicopter 'hel-a- kap-tar, 'hé-la- 42 vegetable lve)-ta-bal, 'vej-at-a-
14 elbow ‘el- bd 43 shoulder tshol-dar
15 bandage 'ban-dij 44 dripping ‘drip-in
16 feather feth-ar 45 claw 'klo
17 empty ‘em(p)-té 46 decorated 'dek-a-,rat-ad
18 fence fen(t)s 47 frame 'fram
19 accident 1ak-sad-ant, -ss-dent 48 forest 'for-ast. 'far-
20 net 'net 49 faucet fos-at, 'fas-
21 tearing ‘ta(a)r-in, ‘te(d)r-n 50 group 'grup
22 sail 'sa(a)l 51 stem 'stem
23 measuning 'mezh-(a-)nn, 'mazh- 52 vase US oftenest 'vas; Can usu & US
24 peeling 'pé-hn also 'vaz; Bnit. Can also. & US
25 cage kaj sometimes 'vaz
26 tool el 53 pedal ‘ped-3
27 square iskwa(a)r, 'skwe(a)r 04 capsule 'kap-sal. -(,)sul
28 stretching 'strech-in 55 surprised sa(r)-'prizd
29  arrow 1ar-(,)0. -a(-w) 56 bark ‘bark




57
58
59

61
62
63

65
6
67

69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82

24
85
86
87
88
89

91
92

94
95
96
97
98
99

mechanic
tambourine
disappointment
awarding
pitcher

reel

signai

trunk
human
nostril
disagreement
exhausted
vine
ceremony
casserole
vehicle
globe

filing

clamp
reptile
istand
spatula
cooperation
scalp

twig

weasel
demolishing
balcony
locket
amazed
tubuiar
tusk

boit
communication
caroenter
isoiation
inflated
coast
adjustable
fragile
assaulting
apphance
pyramud

Form L — Continued

mi-'kan-ik
tam-ba-'rén
(dis-a-'point-mant
a'word-in

‘pich-ar

'ré(a)l

'sig-nl

trank

‘hyd-man, 'yu-
'nas-tral
dis-a-'gré-mant
ig-'zos-tad

win

‘ser-3-md-né
'kas-a-,rdl also 'kaz-
vé- (h)ik-al, v&-3-kal
'gldb

'f1-lin

‘klamp

'rep-t¥, - tTl

'T-land
‘'spach-(a-)la

(,)k3- ap-a-rd-shan
'skaip

twig

‘wé-zal
di-'mal-ish-in
'bai-ka-né

lak-at

a'mazd
“(y)u-bya-lar

‘task

'‘boit

ka- myu-na-'kd-shan

*kar-pan-tar, ‘karp-’m-tar

,7-sa-13-shan
in-'flat-ad
‘kost
a-'jas-ta-bal
"fraj-al. -7l
a-'sol-tin
a'pli-an(t)s
‘pir-3- mid

100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111
112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129
130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142

113

biazing
hoisting
arch
lecturing
dilapidated
contemplating
canister
dissecting
link

solemn
archery
transparent
husk
utensil
citrus
pedesitian
parallelogram
stumbering
peninsula
uphoistery
barricade
quartet
tranquil
abrasive
fatigued
spherical
syringe
feline

-and

exterior
constellation
cornea
mercantile
ascending
filtration
consuming
cascade
perpendicular
replenishing
emission
tainn

wrath
incandescent

'bla-zin

‘hoist-1n

‘arch

‘lek-cha-rin, 'lek-shrin
da-'lap-9-,dat-ad
‘kdnt-am- plat-in
'kan-a-star
dis-'ek-tin, d7-'sek-, 'd7-,
link

'sal-am
'arch-(a-)ré
tran(t)s-'par-ant
‘hask
yu-'ten(t)-sal, ‘yu-,
'si-tras
pa-'des-tré-an
,par-a-lel-a-gram
'slam-b{a-)rn
pa-‘min(t)-s(s-)la, -'nin-cha-ls
(,)ap-'hdl-st(a-)ré
‘bar-a-kad, bar-3/
kwor-'tet
'tran-kwal, 'tran-
a-'bra-swv, ziv
fa-'tégd

'sfir-i-kal, 'sfer-
sa-'nnj also 'sir-inj
‘& Iin

‘ar-ad

ek-'stir-&-ar
Ikan(t)-sta-‘lé-shan
‘kor-né-a
'‘mar-kan- tél, -7l
a-'sen-din
fil-'trd-shan
kan-'su-min
()kas-'kad
,par-pan-'dik-ya-lar
ri-‘plen-ish-in
é-'mush-an

tal-an

‘rath
,in-kan-'des-*nt




143
144
145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152
153
154
155
156
-157
158
159

arrogant
confiding
rhombus
nautical
tangent
inclement
trajectory
fettered
aif
jubilant
pilfering
repose
carrion
indigent
convex
emactated
divergence

Form L — Continued

‘ar-a-gant
kan-fid-in
‘ram-bas
'not-i-kal, 'nat-
'tan-jant
(")in-*klem-ant
trasjek-t(s-)ré
'fet.ard

‘waf

Yu-ba-lent
'pil-f(a-)rin
ri-'pdz
kar-é-an
lin-di-jont
kan-'veks; 'kan-,, kan-!
i*ma-shé- at-ad
da-'var-jan(t)s

160
161
162
163
164

165
166

167

168
169
170
171
172
173
174
175

dromedary
embellishing
entomologist
constrain
infirm
anthropoid
specter
incertitude
vitreous
obelisk
embossed
ambulation
calyx
osculation
cupcia
homunculus

17/7

'dram-a- der-€ also ‘dram-
im-‘bel-ish-n
,ent-a-'mal-a-|ast
kan - an

in-fann
'an(t)-thra-lpoid
'spek-tar
(")in-'sart-a- t(y)ud
Wi-tré-ss

'ab-a- lisk also '5-bas-
im-bast, im-bost
,am-bya-'la-shan
ka-liks. also 'kal-iks
,as-kya-13-shan
‘kyu-pa-ls, -,i0
hé‘man-kya-las




Know
Know

tnoy
Know

Head Start Measures Battery-1985 Version

Social Scale

k&% Loadership X%%
someone who knouwus the game should teach-it
experts in the game help others play

#%8: Fairnass =%
mere work means norae poy
pay should be given in proportion to work

i
A%% Faelinqgs &% '

{dantify one who i3 happy by a faocial expressior

Knom

a peer is not happy when needs are not met

laentify an adult's feelings in a situation

Know
Xnovw

a peer is happy when needs 2are met
a peer is anqgry when acted toward unkincly

Identify one who is sad by a facial expression

Know
Know

Knaouw
Know

Know
X now
Xnow
Know

*%% Turn-Taking #x%
children should take turns
children should have equal turns

%% OJunership *%%
decisions ahout something is made by owner
the naerson who has a secret shares it

#%% Halping & Sharing *%%
it is nice to holp when askad
sharing is nice regardless of benefits
it is nice %o return a favor
whan sharing is aporopriate

li

Cry




Know
Know

fnow
Know

Social Scale

k&% Loadership *x%%
someone who knous th: game should teach-it
axperts in the oame help others play

*%# Fairnass HiX
more work means mMor2 pay
pay should be given in proportion to work

%%% Foelinqgs #k%

Identify one who i3 happy by a facial expressior

Know

a paer is not happy slen needs are not met

Identify an adult's feelings in a situation

Know
KXnow

& peer is happy when needs are met
3 peer is angry when acted toward unkindly

Identify one who is sad by a faclial expression

Know
Know

Xnow
Know

Know
“now
Xnow
Knows

%% Turn-Taking #%x
cnildren should take turns
children should have equal turns

*%% Ounership =x%
decisions ahout something is made by owner
the paerson who has a secret shares it

#¥% Holping & Sharing %%
it is nice to holp when askad
sharing Ls nice regardless of banefits
it is nice %o return a favor
when sharing is aporopriate

1:i3




Reading Scale

x%% Natch/Identify Letters %=
Match upper & lower—case letters with same forms
Match up & lower—-case letters with similar furms
Match upper, lower-case letters z/ unlike forms |
Identify upper &% lowar case latters by name '

%x% Lettar Patterns *¥%
Recognize a familiar pattern of latters
Order latters to form a familiar pattern

x%% Saentonce Completion =%k%
Suoply 3 nissing varbh in scoken s2ntence
Supply 3 missing noun in sooken santence
Sunply 3 missing adjective in spokan sentaence

x2% Rhymes L Sounds %=

Told a ®mara - give the sound of the first lattar
Told 2 rhyming mords - give a third rhyming morq

Liy




Perception Scale

*%% Shapa Recognition %=
Construzt match of @ shape - using 4 ocarts
Match a simple shape which has been rotated

*¥% Shabpo Relationshipsg ==
Arrange 3 coloreq shaces ts match example
Arrange 3 colored shanes from memory
Knows obj2cts look different from other viauws

%%% Pattarn Recognition %=
Construct match of example pattern
Construct match of 2xamole patternp from memory
Construct reverse match of exampla pattern




Math Scale

®%x NUmarsl Recognition %%
Identify written numaeral up to 5
Match numerals up to 5 with groups of ohjects
Identify writtan numerals up to 20

=%k Consarvation of Numbepr ===
Judge 2 short rows of enual length as equal
Judge 2 = length rows of unequal no. as unaqual
Judge 2 short unnqual length rows of = no. as =
Judge 2 long rows of aqusal length as equal
Judge 2 long unequal length rows of = Noe as =

%% Counting ¢ Ordering x%x%
Counting between 3 and 3 obhjacts
Identify the numboar of objects in a small group
Counting out loud to a number between 5 and 10
Counting to 10 from a numbar betweeon 2 and §
Counting out loud to a number hetween 11 and 20
Identify the position of an object in a rou

%¥% Addition %=
Judge = sets as unequal after adding to one 3ot
Adding two small sats of ohbjects
Judge = sets as unequal after adding to both
Judge unequal sets as = after taking from onea
Adding two large sets of obj2cts
In story~add small sats showving how many in all

*#% Subtraction #%%
Tell how many in a small set after taking some
Tell how many in a large sot after taking some




Language Scale

+x% Story Moaning £33
Told short story—explain why something happened
Sequence 3 pictures *to illustrate a story
Exnlain somathing bas2d on social rule

x%% Conversation k%
Ask guastion on phone to find nut something
Take turns in 3 convarsation
Use appropriate greating on phone
Take turns and maintain topic of conversation
Ask questions to learn about paople
Use appropriate farasell statement
Use greeting aporopriately
Use aporopriate farew21ll statament on phane
Recognize need for jntroductions
Identify s21f on phon2

x4+ Directions %%
Label stepns to e taken on path
State gamals ob jectiv2s
pescriba 3 turn in a path

#xt Phrases *=%
Act out sentence gith 2 deonendent clauses
Repeat sentence gord for word -~ 2 descriptors
Act out a sentence given in the passive

«%% Lanquage Rules Rl

pluralize reqular nouns appropriately
Use regqgular possessive form appropriately
Usa correct form to describe size comparison

120




Science Scale

fk Discriminatlon xx
Identify maans of movamant of animals
Idantify an object by its texturag

Sk Classification 33N
Group animals by physical similarity
Group similae domestic animals
Group plants by physical similarity

*¥*% Factual Knowledge
Identify tangibhi. plant ngads (.39, water)
Idantify animals that nurse thair young
Identirfy clothing for 3 weather condition
Idantify intangihle plant needs (e.g. sunlight)
Idantify an object that 5 magnet attracts
Identify an animal that eats a given food
Identify an object used for sensing temperature

EE 34 Sequancing Fxk

Given waathap evant serjiag —~ identify next event
Given one weather avent - identify prigpe event
Given weather event serie--identify prior event
Order 3 stages of an animal?s 1ife cycle
Order 3 stagas of a blant's ljfe cycle
Ordar 5 stages o+ an animal?s ljife cycle

*%% Prediction Exk
Identify an inaporonriate shadow for an animal
KNow appliances need to be plugged in to mark
Pradict balance of a8 %eesaw - varying weight




Head Start Measures Battery-1986 Version

SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT SCALE

UNDERSTANDING FEZLINGS
Identify one who is happy by a facilal expression
Know a peer is angry when acted unkindly tosmard
Know a3 peer is happy when neads are met
Identify an adult!s feelings in a situation
Know a peer i3 not happy when neesds are not met
Knos situations where one feels sorry/cad
UNDERSTANDING FRIENDSHIP
Knows situations where praise is appropriazte
Knows friends do things together
Xnows friends do things for each other
Knows friends share experienceas with each other
COMMUNICATING TO SOLVE PROBLENS
Can communicate needs to obtain assistance
Can communicate to teach one someathing new
LEADERSHIP
Know someone who knows the game should teach it
Know experts in the game help others play
CWNERSHIP
Know decisions ahout something is made by ouner
Know the person who has a secret shares it
TAKING TURNS
Know children should have egual turns
HELPING & SHARING
Knows situations ahere orne should shars
Knoa it is nice to help when asked
Knnow it is nice to return 3 favor
Asks for assistance from appropriats helper
Shares: concrate defined reinforcemaent
Shares: internal inititiative + concrets raeward
Knows you can ask one to shars with you




READING

SCALE

Identify
Identify

Identify
Identify
Identify
Identify

IDENTIFY PRINT
print from a picture and scribble
orint from scribble & psuedo~lstters
INENTIFY WORUS
sord in full pictorial contaxt &
word in full pictorial context
own name
Printed word when told related story
PRINT DIRECTIONAL RULES

story

Anows direction on reads-i line on 1 page
Knows direction one reads-2 lines on 1 p:zgae
Knows direction one reads-2 linas on 2 pages

Identify
Identify

Identify
Identify
Identify

2 B,
Tdontity

Identify

Supply a

beginning of a printad line on 1 page
end of a orinted lina con 1 page
STORY CONCEPTS
cause of avent story with major cu3s
cause of event in story gith minor cue
story character®s goal with major cue
story characteris goal with minor cue
story charactsr®s faelings w/ minor cue
SENTENCE COMPLETION
missing noun in spoken santancae
LETTER KNCOWLEDGE

Match upper & lower-case letters w/ same form

Identify

upper & louwer-cass letters by name
SOUNDS & RHYMES

Says first letter~sound of a spokah word
Told 2 rhyming words-give a third rhyming word

Says first sound of a

spoken word




PERCEPTION SCALE

SHAPE RECOGNITION
Construct natch of a shapa-using 4 parts
Match a simple shape which has basen rotated
SHAPE RELATIONS
Arrange 3 colored shapes to match example
Select match of shape in correct oriantation
Arrange 3 colored shaocas from memory
Know objects look different from other viaws
PATTERN RECOGNITION
Congstruct match of example pattern

COLOR RECOGNITION
Recognize primary colors




MATH SCALE

MURMIRAL RECOGNITION
Identify written numerals up tg §
Identify written numerals up to 20
CONSERVATION OF NUMBER
Judge 2 short rows of agual length as equal
Judge 2 long rows of equal langth as egual
Judge 2 long unequal length rows of = No. as =
COMPARISON OF QUANTITY
Judga mhich of 2 small sets has more
Judga shich of 3 small sats has the most
COQUNTING ¢ ORDERING
Identify the numher of ohjects in 3 small group
Counting betwean 3 and 5§ objects
Counting out loyg to a number batgesn 6 and 10
Counting out loud from a numbar betuween 6 and 1g¢
Identify the position of an object in 3 row
ADDITION
Adding two small sets of objects
Judge = sots as unequal aftar adding to one sot
Judge = sats asg unequal aftar adding to both
Adding twmo large sets of ohjects
Judge unequal sats s = after taking from ona
In story-add small sets showing how #a3ny in all
SUBTRACTICN
Tell hoe many in a small sat after taking some
Tell hou many in a large set after taking some




LANGUAGE SCALE

WORD MEANING
Act out "bafore? actions
Act out ®aftar" actions
STORT MEANING
Told short story—-explain why something happened
Sequence 2 pictures to illustrats a story
Explain something based on social rule
Sequence 3 pictures to illustrate a story
CONVERSATION
Ask question on phone to find out somathing
Take turns in a conversation
~ Use aporopriate greeting on phone
| Take turns and maintain topic of convarsation
Use appropriate farswell statement
Use appropriate farewell statement on phone
Ask questions to learn about people
Use greeting appronriately
Recognize nead for introductions
Identify self on phone
DIRECTIONS
Label staps to be takan on path
State game's objectives
Describe 3 turn in a path
PHRASES
Act out sentence with 2 dependent clavsas
Repeat sentance word for word-2 descriptors
Act out sentence given in the passive




NATURE AND SCIENCE SCALE

DISCRIMINATION

Identify means of movement of animals

Identify an object by its texture
CLASSIFICATION

Identify an animal by its habitat

Group animals by physical similarity

Group similar domestic animals

Group plants by physical similarity

Tdantify an animal by 1 important characteristic
FACTUAL XKNOWLEDGE

Identify tcigiblae plant needs (e.g. water)

Identify animals that nurse their young

Identify an object that a magnet attracts

Identify intangible plant naeds (s8.g.sunlight)

Identify clothing for 3 weather condition

Identify an animal that eats a givaen food

Identify an obhject used for sensing temparature
SEQUENCING

Given meather event series-identify next event

Ordar threa stagas of an animal's life cycle

grder 3 stages of a plant®s lifec cycle

Given one weather avent-identify prior evaant

Order 5 stagers of an animal's lifa cyclae

Given wea2ther avent sarias-identify prior event
PREDICTION

Identify an inappropriate shadow for an animal

Predict balanc2 of a seesaw—varying weight

Xnos apoliances naed to be plugged in to work




Teacher Rater

Part A
Part B
Part C
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Project Head Start Research

and Evaluation
1985

Child's Name:

Program Name:

Teacher's Name:

Number of Children in Group:
Number of Children in Child's Family:

Child's Position in Family:
(eg., oldest, youngest)

Today's Date:

Part One

=

Circle the phrase that, in your estimation, mest nearly
characterizes the child's behavior under each heading, in
situations you have had an opportunity to observe, either in p
group sessions an< in the child's home. v

1. Continuing in activities, the child:

A. wanders from activity toc activity with no sustained
participation.

B. continues in an activity only as long as others are
involved.

C. continues in own activity but is easily diverted.

D. continues in own activity and leaves it only when
intexrupted.

£. continues in nwn activity in spite of interruptions.

2. Sustained interest in structured activities, the child: J

A. refuses to participate in structured activities.

B. frequently leaves the activity.

C. wanders in and out of the activity, participating
briefly.

D. remains in the group but becomes restless (ie., fidgets,
nudges, talks, etc.)

€. remains in the group and actively participates.
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J 3. When performing tasks, the child:

A. refuses to do as asked.

B. usually has to be asked two or three times before
beginning a simple task.

C. usually begins a task the first time asked, but
dawdles and has to be reminded.

D. begins a task the first time asked, but is slow in
completing 1it.

E. begins a task the first time asked and is prompt
in completing the task.

! 4. Communicating wants, the child:

A. has difficulty communicating in any effective way.

B. seldom verbalizes wants; acts out by pointing,
pulling, crying.

C. sometimes verbalizes, but usually combines actions

with words.
D. wusually verbalizes, but sometimes acts out wants.

E. nearly always verbalizes wants.
5. Borrowing, the child:

A. does not borrow.

B. takes objects when in use by others without asking
permission.

C. sometimes asks permission to use other's objects.

D. frequently asks permission to use other's objects.

£. nearly always asks permission to use other's objects.

6. Sharing, the child:

adamantly refuses to share equipment or toys.
grudgingly shares but only after adult intervention.
occasionally shares willingly with others.
frequently shares willingly with others.

nearly always shares willingly with others.

MmO O m>P

7. Playing with others, the child:

watches but Joes not piay.

usually plays alone.

plays with others but limits play to one or two children.
usually plays with larger grcups (3 or more children).
always is part of a larger group {3 or more children).

Moo
L] -
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12.
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Initiating involvement, when other children are involved in
an activity which permits the inclusion of additional
children, the child:

observes the activity but does not get involved.

observes the activity while continuing his own play.

. sometimes initiates getting involved in the activity.

. frequently initiates getting involved in the activity.

. nezrly always initiates getting involved in the activity.

Mmoo om>»

Taking turns, the child:

A. avoids such situations.

B. frequently interrupts or pushes others to get aheao of
them in an activity involving taking turns.

C. attempts to take a turn ahead of time but does not push
or quarrel in order to do so.

D. waits in turn, but teases or pushes those ahead.

E. waits for a turn or waits to be called on.

Disrupting others, when playing in group, the child disrupts
others:

A. Nearly always
B. Frequently

C. Occasionally
0. Hardly ever
€. Never

Dominance by others, the child:

A. submits to the domination of others without objecting.

B. submits to the domination of others after physical or
verbal objection.

C. wusually does not submit to the domination of others.

D. hardly ever submits to the domination of others.

£. never submits tc the domination of others.

Reaction to frustration, when things are not going well,
the child:

A. has a tantrum (screams, kicks, e%c.) or withdraws into
seclusion.

B. finds a substitute activity without seeking help in
solving the problem.

C. immediately seeks help from others in solving the
problem

D. seeks help from others in solving'the problem after
making an effort to solve it on his/her own.

€. solves problems entirely on his/her own.




v 13,

14.

15.

J 16.

Dependence upon adults, the child will continue on own in
activity without adult encouragement:

A.
B.
cC.
D,
E.

Accepting limits, when an adult sets limits on activity
(play space, use of materials, type of activity, etc.),
and explains reasons for the limits, the child accepts the

limits:

A. Never

B. Hardly ever
C. Sometimes

D. Frequently

€. Nearly always

Responses to unfamiliar adults, the child:

o0 @ >

unfamiliar situations, the child:

-l

Never

Hardly ever
Sometimes
Frequently
Nearly always

avoids, or withdraws from contact with unfamiliar adults.
when initially approached by unfamiliar adults, avoids
contact, but if approached again, is responsive.

submits to contact, but is unresponsive.

responds to overture by unfamiliar adult, but does not
initiate contact,

readily moves toward unfamiliar adults.

restricts him/her self to activities in which he has
previously engaged.

watches others engage in new activities, but does not
participate.

joins in an activity which is new only if other R
children engage in it.

joins with other children in an activity which is

new to everyane.

engages in the activity which is new, even though

other chiidren are not involved.
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17. Effecting transitions, in changing from one activity to v/
another, the child:

A. requires personal contact by an adult (ie., holding
hands, leading, etc.) and a great deal of gspecial
attention.

B. will not move toward new activity until the physical
arrangemehts have been completed, need specific
encouragement.

C. makes transition, only after general encouragement
or reminder.

D. moves toward new activity when the teacher announces
the activity.

E. moves toward new activity without physical or verbal
clues.

18. Changes in routine, when there is a change in daily routine, v/
the child accepts the change without resistance or being
upset:

A. Never

8. Hardly ever
C. Sometimes

D. Frequently

E. Nearly always

19. Seeking heip, when involved in an activity in which help
is needed, tne cniid:

A. leaves the activity without seeking help.

8. continues in the activity but only if help is offered.
C. persists in the activity and finally seeks help.

D. szezks help from others immediately.

E. persists in activity without seeking help.

20. Leadership, when in a situation with other childrcq, the
child:

A. almost always is the leader and initiator of other's
activities.

. frequently is thc leader and initiator of other's

activities.

may be the leader or a follower depending on the

da+ or activity.

usually is a follower of other's leads and initiations.

almost always is a follower of other's leads and

initiations.

Mmoo 0O




Part Two

Rate Lhe child along a continuum from 1 to 5 as you see the
child's behavior falling belween the two defined extremes.

Motor activity:

Restricted movement; does not attempt
climbing and/or other difficult large
muscle motor activities,

Unahle to perform fine muscle
activities such as cutting with
scissors.

Use of conceptual language:

Limited use of conceptual language;
speaks primarily in nouns and verbs;
little attempt Lo categorize or see
relationships.

In play:

Limited expression of fantasy,
literal use of language concreteness.

Social competence:

Seems isolated or unsure with other
children.

Decision making: (When faced with
alternatives 1n an unstructured
situation)

Wanders aimlessly from one activity
er, or does not choose any.

Circle your choice

Moves freely and easily through
space; engages in vigorous
motor activities; attempts
difficult physical tasks.

Easily performs intricate t asks
with hends; shows excellent
coordination.

Makes comparisons, counts, uses
concepts of size, shape, number,
color (not necessarily accurately).

Expresses him/her self
imaginatively (plays adult and
other fantasy roles).

Easily mixes with other children
in all kinds of situstions.

135

Makes decisions easily and

readily and pursues Lhe chosen
arnl dauity




7. Coping with unexpected situations:

Cries, panics, withdraws, becomes 1 2 3 4 5 Explores alternative choices.
immobile,

8. Dependence on adults:

Depends upon adults for directions 1 2 3 4 5 Proceeds on own without dependence
or for carrying out activity, on adulls,
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Part Three
The following questions are guidelines for the teacher's
additional comments. They should not be considered restrictive.

Brief and pointed responses will do very well. Additional
comments may be put on the back of the sheet.

1. In terms of your goals for the children enroclled in your
program, do you feel that this child has made a good
adjustment or a significant advance?

2. What do you consider this child's greatest need?

3. How would you characterize his/her verbal ahility?

4. Do you think the child will be ready to compete successfully
in the public schools?

5. Do you see any weakness in the child which will require the
special attentio~ of those who work with him/her in the
future?

Thank you for your cooperation.




Behavior Survey

Teacher # children £ Adults Cbserver
Date Time Round Schocl
Activity:

1. Task orientation: Teacher prescribed and T appropriate;

is not_nec. whole group activity. .
A. Attentive to T; B. Strongly intent on individual work;
C. Intent on individual work; D. Disinterest; E.Attent.
To other child. F. Social work; G. Intent non T pre-

scribed work: H. Aimless vandering; I. Disruptive.

2. Affect: In response to whatever behavior.
A. High:; B. Moderate; C. low; D. Listless.

3. Motivation: A. Meinly sensory-motor; B. Mainly achieve-
ment; C. Mainly social; D. Routine complianc=; E. Other.

. Cognitive: A. Seekding info; B. Offering info;
C. Curiosity; D. Following cog. plsn; E. Problem
solving; F. Time; G. Color; H. Number; I. Com-
parison; J. Recall: K. Space; L. Causality; M. None

5. Motility: A. Expansive; B. Neutral; C. Constricted

6. Interversonal behavior:
"1 Child to T: A. Present; B. Absent

Respcnse to T. initiation: A. Complies; B. Igpores;
2?, Resists; D. None.

Seeks support, help, affection, approval;
A.. Strong; B. Moderate; C. Slight; D. None.

Seeks recogni:i.u for achievemeni:

A. Strong; B. Moderate; r, Slizat: D, lone.

Verba -ation -» T: A. Confident; B. Hesitant; C. Whines

D. " xretion; E. Starmor; F. None.
6.2 chil:. to othev child: A. Presert B. Absent.
A, ¢ interchanse; B. Approach tentatively;

C. Pa .ve part; 5. Passive watching; E. Imitatess;
F. Avoids.

A. Active friendly; B. Neutral; C. Hostile

A. Dominative; B. Neutral; C. Submissive.

A. Active sharing; B. Not tolerate sharing; C. None.

A. Active competition; B. Avoid; C. None.

Verbalization to other child:
A. Confident; B. Hesitant; C. Whine;
7. Perseveration; E. Stammer; F. None

6.3 Other child to obs. child: A. Present:; B.: Absent.

A. Approach active; B. Approach tentatively;
C. Passive watching; D. Accept: E. Ignore; F. Reject.

A. Friendly: B. Neutral: C. Submissive.

A. Active sharing; B. Not tolerate sharing: C. None.

A. Active competition; B. Avoid: C. None.

Veroelization to obs. child:

A. Confident; B. Hesitant; C. Wnine;
D. Perseveration: E. Starmmer? F. None.
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HEAD START DELIVERY MODES 1985

PARENT INTERVIEW FORM

Parent's Name: Interviewer:
Child's Name: ‘ Date:
Program: Group/Class:

We would like to know what parents like you with children in Heag
Start think about this program. Your help will be greatly
appreciated.

We realize that some parents work or have other obligations,
whila others have more time to take part more fully in the program.

1, Have you:

a) Helped with the planning of your own child's program?
Yes/No How?

PROBE FOR COMPLETE STATEMENT:

b) Worked as your child's teacher in the home regularly?
Yes/No
About how many hours each week?

c¢) Been asked to help in the classroom or group sessions,
for instance, by being an aide, volunteer, transporting
children to or from the Center, etc.? Yes/No
If so, please tell me when and how.

d) Attended scheduled parent meetings or special training
events? Yes/No
If yes, tell me about them.

If not, can you please tell me why.

Was timing, transportation, or baby-sitting a problem?
Specify which.




e)
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Been asked to serve on a policy council or other
committees? Yes/No Please tell me about it.

2. Now I would like to ask you about how your child's participation
in Head Start may have affected you and your family,

a)

Do you think that this year with Head Start helped you
to better understand children, in general? Yes/No
How?

How about your understanding of your own child's development
and learning? SEEK SPECIFIC EXAMPLES,

Do you think that this year with Head Start changed the way
you view your part in your child's education? Yes/No
How?

How about after your child erters the public schools?

All children have problems in the schools from time to time.
Some parents feel confident they can help their children
through the difficulties, others are less sure about their
need or ability to help.

Do you think ycur child will have some problems in school?
What kinds of probiems, if any, do you see as likely?

Do you feel that you should help? When and How?

Do you feel confident that you will be able to help when
and if the time arises?
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Making ends meet and raising a family in this day and age is not
easy. From your participation in Heaa Start during this last
year:

a)

Do you feel that this yesar with Head Start helped you to cope
with family problems better? Yes/No
How?

Do you feel you know more about the community where you live
and the services that are available {such as medical, social
services, etc.)? Yes/No

What services might be helpful to you and your family in the
future?

Do you feel that this year with Head Start helped you to
provide better health care or nutrition for your family?
Yes/No Examples?

Did you make friends with other parents? Yes/No Who?

Do you feel that they might be helpful to you if a need
arises? Yes/No Haow?

Have you met anyone else that vou think will be helpful
to you and your family?

In your owr wcrds, what do you think has been the most important
coutcome for you, your child or your family as a result of your
participation in Head Start.

Do you think that this year with Head Start has affected tow you
feel about yourse:.r as a person? Yes/No How?




Head Start Family Research Questionnaire

Spring 1987

Parent or Guardian's Name

Program

Name of Interviewer

Today's Date




PART I
FAMILY DATA SURVEY

Child Information

Years in Handicapping
Name Sex Birthdate Head Start Condition (if any)
None
Speech
Physical
"~ Visual
___Social/Emotional
Hearing
Developmentally
Delayed
Cther
(Please specify)
Adult Information
Living in the
Name Birthdate Occupation (P/F) Education Home with Child
Father (bic. gical)
Mother (biological)
Others living in
the home (Please
specify relationship)
Other (Please
specify relationship)
Sibling Information
Years in Handicapping
Name Sex Birthdate Head Start Condition (if any)

Other information of importance to understanding the home environment
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PART II

PARENT INTERVIEW FORM |
YES NO |
1. Have you or any other adult living in the home:

a. helped in the planning of the child's program?

b. worked as a teacher in the home regularly?

c. helped in the Head Start classroom or group sessions?

d. served as a regular aide in the classroom?

e. provided transportation for children other than your own?

f. attend regularly scheduled parent meetings?

g. attended special training session or educational programs?

h. served on Head Start Policy Council or committees c£
Policy Council?

i. helped in fund raising for Head Start?
j. helped to prepare meals for the Head Start Program?

2. Now I would like to ask you about how ynur child's participation in Head
Start may have affected you and your family.

a. Do you think that this year with Head Start helped you
- to better understand children, in general?

b. Do you think that this year with Head Start chanced the
way you view your part in your child's educatior!?

c. Do you feel you know how to make your home a good place for
the child to learn?

d. Do you think that you will take part in your child's
education after your child enters the public schools?

e. Do you feel you can control your child's behavior
effectively?

f. Do you find it is necessary to spank or otherwise physically
punish you.- child when he or she misbehaves?

g. Do vou think your child will have some problems with other
children when he or she goes to public school?

h. Do you think your child will have problems with school work?
i. Do you feel that the teacher will get along with your child?

jo Do you feel confident that you will be able to help if and
when some of these problems come up?
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Making ends meet and raising a family in this day and age is not easy. From
your participation in Head Start during this last year:

YES NO
a. Has Head Start helped you to cope with family problems
better? —_— —_—

b. Do you feel you know more about the services that are
available in the community where you live (such as medical,
social services, etc.)?

c. Do you feel that Head Start helped you to provide better
health and dental care for your family?

d. Do you feel that Head Start helped you to provide better
nutrition for yourself and your €family?

e. Did you make friends with cther Head Start parents who
might be helpful to you if a need arises?

f. Through Head Start have you met others in the community
who might be helpful to you and your family?

g. Have you become more aware of employment and/or educational
opportuuities for you or other adult family members as a
result of your Head Start experiences?

n. Do you think that this year with Head Start has made you
Feel better about yourself as a person?

i. Do you feel you can do things to improve your community?

j. Do you feel that you made a contribution to the Head
Start program?

PART III

About how many hours each day do you work directly in teaching your
child?

Do you use what the child is learning in Head Start to plan new things at
home?




I. Please check the column which tells whether you think your child can do each
task without help or prompting.

My Child:
« . o tell you how to play a simple game
« « + tell what you do to win the game
. . . count 5 candies out of a bag of candy

. . . tell how many candies are left after he/she's
eaten 3 of the 5

. . . sort a deck of cards by hearts, diamonds, spades,
and clubs

« + » do simple jig-saw puzzles

. . . find 2 matching socks in a basket of laundry

. - o make a rhyme

. . . fird his/her name in a list of names

. + o tell when someone is angry

. + o take turns

II. P%ease.check the response which you feel is the best way to handle the
situation.

1. Billy was playing with his blocks. A couple of bloucks wouldn't stay
and Billy started throwing them about the room. Father said:

Stop throwing your blocks. It's not safe to throw blocks.

What could happen if you throw block. iround the room?

Since you're having trouble with your blocks, why don't you play
with another toy instead.

Please stop throwing your blocks.

Why did you choose this response?
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Please check the best response.

David kept asking his mother to play with him. Mother told David that
she was very busy right now. But David still kept asking her to play.
Mother said:

Please stop asking me to play with you now.

Why do you think I cannot play with you right now?

While I'm finishing wy work, why don't you do a puzzle?

Please stop asking me to play with you, I am busy with my work
now.

Why did you chbose this response?

Please check the response you feel is best in this situation:

At Christmas time, Bobby and his mother were in the living room, Bobby
saw a reflection of their Christmas tree in the window and told Mother
that they had another Christmas tree outside. Mother said:

That is a copy of our Christmas tree shining in the window.

That is our own Christmas tree you see in the window. It's just
like when you see yourself in the mirror.

If you stood in front of the tree, what would you see in the
windoy?

Yes, I see the tree in the window. But now let's decorate our
tree in here.

Why did you choose this response?

III. Which answer would you give to each person? The same responses may be used

1.

in more than one blank but please place only one letter in each blank.

(For

example, you may answer response D to 3 different ages on the right-hand
column, but you cannot place a D and an A on the same blank)

If I were asked, "What is an airplane?" When speaking to:
I would say:

A.

This is an airplane (while showing a 2-year-old

a picture). your own child
It's a kind of transportation like a 9-year-old

a bus or a car, only it has wings an adult

and goes in the sky.

We saw people fly in an airplane

on television cne time.

You could get in it and fly through
the sky to some far away place.

An airplane can fly in the air.
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If
I would say:

A
B

o0

o]

If

I were asked, "What is a dog?"

A dog can be a pet or a watchdog.
A dog is an animal with fur and four

legs and some people tave them for pets.

A dog is furry and ba.«s.

(Point to a dog or picture of a dog)
That's a dog.

Barkley is the dog on Sesame Street.

I were asked, "What is a tree?"

I would say:

A.

O

o
L]

A tree has a big trunk and branches you
can climb and it has leaves that are
usually green.

I like to climb trees, don't you?

Trees are plants with l¢ .ves or needles
and big tall trunks ir:. :ad of stems.

A tree has leaves and a trunk.

In front of our house, there's a tree.
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When speaking to:

a 2-year-old
your own child
a 9-year-old
an adult

111

When speaking to:

a 2-yeavs~o0ld
your own child
a 9~year-old
an adult




PART IV

1. Whben you started in the Head Start Program, Do you feel these goals
what did you want to get out of it? have been met?

For yourself: YES  PARTIALLY NO
1.

2.
3.

For your children:
1.
2.
3.

————
m——
——

2. What do you feel were the goals of the program?

For yourself:
1.
2.
3.

|1 ]
1
N

For your child:
1.
2.
3.

3., What were the major accomplishments of the program®

4. What were the problems you encountered?

15;



Knowledge f Development Scale and Parental Expectation Scale

Project Head Start Research
and Evaluation
1985

Interviewer's Name:

Program Name:

Child's Name:

Parent/Interviewer:

Date:

These statements are about children and how they behave.
For each statement, you are asked if you agree or disagree with
the statement. If you agree with the statement, circle AGREE.
If you disagree with the statement, circle DISAGREE. If you are
not sure whether you agree or disagree, circle NOT SURE.

1. Self-concept is the way one thinks and feels about one's
self,

Agree Disagree Not Sure

2. Other children who are about the same age as the child are
called peers.

Agree Disagree Not Sure
3. Children who have average or above-average intelligence will
never have emotional problems that prevent them from
learning and from being successful in school.

Agree Disagree Not Sure

4. A child does not need to explore and experiment in order
to learn.

Agree Disagree Not Sure

S. Readiness means having a strong desire to do something.
Agree Disagree Not Sure
6. A child's brothers and sisters are called siblings.

Agree Disagree Not Sure
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7. Hitting and fighting and pushing others around are examples
of aogressive behavior.

Agree Disagree Not Sure
8. Children's self-concepts determine, to a large extent, how
they behave and how able they are to learn.
»

Agree Disagree Not Sure

9. A child needs opportunities to play and do things with other
children of the same age.

Agree Disagree Not Sure

10. Children's play seems to be only a way of having fun, with
children not learning too many things through their play.

Agree Disagree Not Sure

11. Discipline means punishing a child when doing something
wrong.

Agree Cicagree Mot Sure

12, Frustration means not being able to do something or get
something that you wanu: or need.

Agree Disagree Not Sure

13. It can be damaging to lwbel z child as naughty or lazy or
stupid.

Agree Disagree Not Sure

14, What happens before a child is born doesn't have any
effects, good or bad, on the child's development.

Agree Disagree Not Sure
15. Motivation means kno ng what you should dc and doing it.
Agree Disagree Not Sure

16. Most developmentally delayed children look the same as
normal children.

Agree Disagree Not Sure




17.

18.

19.

22.

23.

24,

25.

-3-

Children's cognitive abilities determine how happy or
sad or relaxed or afraid they will be.

Agree Disagree Not Sure

Achievement refers to how well a child does a giv:n task.

Agree Disagree Not Sure

Whaen children are handicapped, not much can be done for
them.

Agree Disagree Not Sure

Preschool children have a highly developed capacity for
abstrczet thinking.

Agree Disagree Not Sure

A child's attention cpan is the time it takes the c¢hild
solve a problem.

Agree Disagree Not Sure

It is always possible to tell how children feel by the
expression on their faces.

Agree Disagree Not Sure

It is normal for children two years old and under to be
close together but to play separately.

Agree Disagree Not Sure

Parents should not be involved in a child's preschool or

school experience. Such experience is strictly an
educational matter that does not concern the parents.

Agree Disagree Not Sure

A birth defact is like a birth mark and will often go
away if left alone.

Agree Disagree Not Sure

to




26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34,

-4
A young child typically doesn't really know how long
five minutes or an hour is or the difference between
tomorrow and next month.

Agree Disagree N2t Sure

Sensory stimulation means providing things for a child to
see and hear and feel and smell and taste.

Agree Disagree Not Sure

An example of eye-hand coordination is seeing that a
square looks different from a circle or triangle.

Agree Disagree Not Sure

An example of visual discrimination is being able to put
beads on a string.

Agree Disagree Not Sure

Children need to be successful to develop confidence
in their ability to do things.

Agree Disagree Not Sure

The handicapped child should not play with nor
handicapped children because it will just be frustrating.

Agree L. sagree Not Sure

Adults should never deliberately embarrass or ridicule
a child.

Agree Disagree Not Sure

Children need to have adults show that they iike them
and enjoy them.

Agree Disagree Not Sure
To be consistent in handling children means to react
about the same way each time they do something wrong

instead of stolding sometimes and laughing other times.

Agree Disagree Not Sure

[Ny
Qi




35.

36.

37.

r,
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Frowning, smiling and shrugging your shoulders are
examples of non-verbal communication.

Agree Disagree Not Sure

In general, it is better to tell children what they should
not do rather than what they should do.

Agree Disagree Not Sure
Young children shaould have toys and materials that they
can do many different things with rather than those they

just watch.

Agree Disagree Not Sure

The following questiors are about your hopes for your

child's future. You probably have not thought about many sf
these things before, and some of the questions may be difficult
to answer. A number of the questions refer to the future, but we
would like to have your ideas as they seem to you now.

Each of the questions should be answered either yes or no.

If che answer is yes, circle YES, if the answer 1is no, circle NO.

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

NO 38. Do you think your child will go on dates when a
teenager?

NO 39, Do you think your child will, when an adult,
obtain a driver's license and drive a car?

NO 40. Do you think your child will learn to read @
newspaper?

NO 41. Do you think your child will receive assistance
to buy own clothes in adulthood?

NO 42. Do you think your child has above average
physical ability?

NO 43. Do you thi k your child has norma=l mental
ability?

NO 44, Do you think your child will have a regular job
and be self-supporting when an agult?
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YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YES

YLS

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

45.

46.

47.

48'

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

-6~

Do you think your child will become a
professional athlete?

Do you think your child will attend a special
class for glow learners when school age?

Do you think your child will earn a greater
income than yours when an adult?

Do you think your child will participate in some
regular sports activity?

Do you think your child will eventually finish
more schooling than you have?

Do you think your child will be the most popular
kid in school?

Do you think your child will be responsible for
the welfare of many others when an adult?

Do you think your child will receive an advanced
degree and become a professional, for example, a
doctor or lawyer? ’

Do you think your child will play mostly by
himself when older?

Du you think your child has below normal mental
ability?

Do you think your child will always be limited by
any handicaps?

Do you think your child will graduate from high
school?

Do you think your child will marry and have
children when an adult?

Do you think your child will have income from a
subsidized program, for example, a she.iereo
workshop, disability pay, AFDC, when &= adult?

Do you think your child has average physical
ability?

Do you think your child will attend a regular
school?




YES

YES

NO

NQ

NO

NO

61.

62.

63.

64.

-7 -

Do you think your
day?

Do you think your
abilities?

Do yru think your
and father/mother

Do ycu think your
ability?

child wiil write a book some
child has poor physical
child will te a model husband

and wife?

child has above average mental




HOME INVENTIORY (Preschool) 112

Date of Interview

Child's Name

Child's Birthdate Interviewer
Relationship of person Place of
interviewed ro child interview _

Number of Items Correct (Subscales)

Scale
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
| | i l l I L | l 1 l
1 W7/////////|********************************;**********************‘
I — 7117771 [Rasrssrxskxnki
II I //////////////[?*ff?********************f}
w [ 7777 TTTTTITT ] xxwxrswxxxx* [ SDZ2ZZS] |
v — L**************Lm
T YTZIITTTTTF*aasxsn | SREEZ2] |
i1 { J]////l*****************************L, )
II | VT[] ]] FeFrdkkkknikrk)
Total — 77T TT] ] T rienanscmsstikdn k] R | i
55— 5 5 % 35 @ 45 %8 5
Number of Items Correct (Total Scale)
™ TITTT71 TTTT71T [Foesknikxknkxxk | 1
Lower Lower Middle Upper Upper
10% 257 30% 252 102
Subscale Raw Score Percentile
Band

I Stimulation Through Toys, Games and
Reading Materials

I1 Language Stimulation

II1 Physical Environment: Safe, Clean,
and Conducive to Development

IV Pride, Affection, and Warmth

V Stimulation of Academic Behavior

VI Modeling and Encouragement of Social Maturity

VII Variety of Stimulation

VITII Physical Punishmentc

Total

| SO
L]




HOME OBSERYATION FOR MEASUREMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT
INYENTORY (Preschool)

113

I. STIMULATION THROUGH TOYS, GAMES, AND READING
MATERIALS

YES NO
1. Toys to learn colors and sizes and shapes--pressouts, f
~play school, pegboards, etc. :
2. Three or more puzzles. ;
3. Record player and at least five children's records.
4. Toys or game permitting free exprassion (finger paints,
~play dough, crayoas or paint and paper, etc.)
5. Toys or game necessitating refined movements (paint by
number, dot book, paper dolls, crayons and coloring |
books). :
6. Toys o~ game facilitating learning numbers (blocks with
numbers, books about numbers, games with numbers, etc.)
7. Ten children’'s books.
|
8. At least ten books are present and visible in the ;
apartment.
9. Family buys a newspaper daily and raads it.
10. Family subscribes to at least one magazine. 7
11. Child is encouraged to learn shapes. ’
i
II. LANGUAGE STIMULATION
YES NO
12. Toys to learn animals--books about animals, circus,
games, animal puzzles, etc.
13. Child is encouraged to learn the alphabet.
14. Parent teaches child some simple manners--to say,
"Please,"” "Thank you,”" "I'm sorry.”
_15. Mother uses corract grammar and pronunciation. o

160
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Mother converses with chilq at least twice during l

YES. L
16. Parent éncourages child tg relate experiences gr /
takes time to Tisten tg him _relate experiences .
17. When Speaking of or tg child, mother's voice / /
. conveys positive feeling.
18. Chilg is Permitted some choice in lunch or / (
breakfast meny,
SUBSCORE l_ I
III. PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT: SAFE, CLEAN AND CONDUCIVE
DEVELOPMENT
YES NO
19. Building has N0 potentially daageroys structural
Or health defact €.9., plaster coming down
from ceiling, stairway with boards missing,
—_ rodents, ete.
20. Child’s outside play environmant appears safe ang
free of hazargs. (No outside play area requires an |
——_automatic "no" ) | |
21. The nterior of the apartment is not dark or perceptably I I /
monotonouys.
22. Neighborhood has trees, grass, birds--ig esthetically / / _]
pleasing.
23. There is at least 100 Square feet of living space / / ‘—]
Per person in the house,
24, In terms of available floor Space, the rooms are not / ! —]
overcrowded with furaiture. ’ ]
25. ANl visible rooms of the house are reasonably clean / / /
and minimally cluttered,
SUBSCORE I [ *_J
IV. PRIDE, AFFECTION, AND WARMTH / }
—_ ves | N
26. Parent holds chijld close ten tg fifteen minytes per l *-]
_ day, e.q., during v, stary time, visiting.
27. ‘—]

visit (scolding and suspicious comments not counted. )

16;
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28. Mother answers child's questions or requests verbally.
29. Mother usually responds verbaliy to child's talking.
30. Mother spontaneously praises child's qualities or behavior
twice during visit. ]
31. Mother caresses, kisses or cuddles child at least once
during visit.
32. Mother sets dp situation that allows child to show off
during visit.
SUBSCORE
V. STIMULATICN OF ACADEMIC BEHAVIOR
33. Child is encouraged to learn colors.
34. Child is encouraged to learn patterned speech (nursery
rhymes, prayers, songs, TV commercials, etc.)
35. Child is encouraged to learn spatial relationships (up,
down, under, big, little, etc.)
36. Child is encouraged to learn numbers.
37. Child is encouraged to learn to read a few words.
SUBSCIRE
VI. MGDELING AND ENCOURAGEMENT OF SOCIAL MATURITY g
38. Some delay of food gratification is demanded of the
child, e.g., not to whine or demand food unless within
1/2 hour of meal time.
39. Family has TV, and it is used judiciously, not left
on continuously. (No TV requires an automatic "No"--
any scheduling scores "Yes".
40. Mother introduces interviewer to child.
41. Child can express negative feelings without harsh
reprisal. )
42. Child is permitted tg-hit parent without harsh reprisal

- SUBSCORE
1RD2




116

VII. VARLETY OF STIMULATION
YES NO

43. Real or toy musical instrument {piano, drum, toy
xylophone or quitar, etc.)

44. Family members have taken child on one outing (picnic,
shopping excursion) at least every other week.

Child has been taken by famiiy member on a trip more
than 50 miles from his hume during the past year
(50 mile radial distance not total distance).

Child has béen taken by a family member to a scientific,
historical, or art museum within the past year.

Tries to get child to pick up and put away toys after -
play session--without help.

Mother uses complex sentence Structure and some long
words in conversing.

Child's art work is displayed some place in house
(anything that child makes.)

Child eats at least one meal per day, on most days, with
mother (or mother figure) and father (or father figure).
(One parent familijes get an automatic “"no".)

Parent lets child chaose certain favorite foad products or
brands at grocery store.

SUBSCORE

VIII. PHYSICAL PUNISHMENT
YES NO

Mother does not scold (yel1?) or derogate child more
than once during visit.

Mother does not use physical restraint, shake, grab, or
ninch child during visit.

Mother neither slaps or spanks child during visit.

No more than one instance o? phys”.al punishment occurred
during the past week. (accept parental report).

SUBSCORE

163




HEAD START STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE

As part of the study we are doing it is important that we gain some
anderstanding of your job, your background, and your opinions. The information
you provide will only be used for research purposes and will only be seen by the
research staff. It will be shared with Head Start Program Administration and the
National Head Start Office only in summary form. Y{our name will not be connected
with any specific answers. Please return ycur questcionnaires directly to Mary Jo
Berg.

PART I

Background Information

1. Name

2. Head Start Program

3. Please check the position your currently hold: Check one
Fead Tez *her/Teacher - Teacher Aide/Ascistz:t ' r

Home Vis or _ ___ Classroom Aide

4, What is your typical weekly work schedule?
Hours Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday

From:

To:

5. Employment history in the field of early childhood education:

Type of Job Type of Program Dates Worked Part/Full-Time

6. My highest level of schooling was: Check one.
Some High School Some College/AA Degree
High School or GED Diploma Bachelor's Degree

Vocationa' School Advanced Degree

Q _lf;d




13.

14,

1s.

If you have some college or have completed a degree, what was your field
of study?

Early Education/Child Development
Elementary/Kindergarten Education
Secondary Ed.cation
Special Education
—___ Other (please specify)

Do you hold a Child Deveiopment Associate Credential? (Yes/No)

How many years of PAID evperience do you have vorking with young
children? (other than intermittent baby sitting)

How many years have you been working for Head Start?

How many children in your program do you have direct contact with and
responsibility for in your current job?

Please check the space that most accurately describes your present marital
status:

Single, never married

Currently married, first marriage

Currently married, previously divorced or widowed
Currently divorced/separated/widowed/one prior marriage
Currently divorced/separated/widowed, more than one prior
narriage

Are you now, or have you been a Head Start parent? (Yes/No)

How many years of VOLUNTEER experience have you had working with young
children?

Do you intend to work for the Head Start Program next year? (Yes/No)

1R85




PART II

For the following items CIRCLE the abbreviation that indicates your current level
of satisfaction with the following aspects of your job:

Very Somewhat Somewhat Very
Unsatisfied Unsatisfied Satisfied Satisfied

a. The amount of communication

and interaction I have with .
parents. Vu SuU SS £

b. The amount of time I have
teaciing and interacting
wath children. vu SU SS VS

c. The amount of time I spend
on home visits. vu SU SS Vs

d. The amount of time I have
to get to know parents and
children for whom I am
responsible. VU SU SS VS

e. The amount of progress shown
by the children in the program
in the areas of cognitive
development and school
readiness skills. Vu ) SS VS

f. The amount of progress shown
by the children in the area
< gpcial competence. vu Su SS Vs

g. The amount of information I
have to share with parents
concerning community resour:es. vu SU SS VS

h. The amount of direct _eachiig
I am able to dec with children. ) Su SS VS

i, The amount of suppert I receive
from other Head Start Staff
(e.g., administrators, educational
coordinator, Health/nutrition
coordinator. VU SU SS Vs

j. The amount of record keeping I
have to do.




\ L

Very

Somewhat

Somewhat

Very

Unsatisfied Unsatisfied Satisfied Satisfied

The amount of cooperation I
receive from other teachers/aides
or home visitors.

The amount of time I must spend
on non-academic issues with
parents (e.g., social and health
services).

The adequacy of equipment and
materials I have to work with.

The amount of travel I have to do.

The suitability of the classroom
or physical space.

The constructiveness of the
supervision and leadership I
receive.

The amount of pay I receive.

The amount of recognition I
receive for the work I do.

The amount of progress shown
by parents in the program.

The opportunities for career
advancement available within
the program.

The fringe benefits I receive.

The reputation the program
bas in the community.

VU

SU

SU

Su
Su

Su

Su

Su

SU

SU

Su

Su

Su

SS

SS

SS
SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

SS

VS

VS

VS

VS

VS

VS

VS

VS

VS

VS

VS




PART III

1. Please stzte briefly the goals you hold for: Do you feel these goals
have been met?
Children i1 the program: YES  PARTIALLY NO
1.

2. - —

3. - —_—

Parents in the program:
1. - .
2. .- - —_—

3.

[ 1]

2. What do you feel are the goals of the Parents
in the program for:

Their children:
1.
2.
3.

i1
1]
[ 1]

Themselves:
1.
2.
3.

3. Please state briefly the Head Start
administration's goals for:

Children:
ll
2.
3.

Parents:
1.
2.
3.

[ 1]
]
| 1]

4. Please list what jou feel have been your major accomplishments for the year?

5. Please list what you feel are the major problems you encountered.




